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The scientifically and politically controversial question of 
what part big industry played in Hitler's rise to power is 
placed in a wider context and re-examined in this book. 


¢ How much influence did industry have on political events 
and what positions did it take in the final phase of the 
Weimar Republic? 


e Reinhard Neebe uses a broad range of sources to analyze 
the interest politics of the leading industrial associations in 
1930-1933 as well as the concept and political strategy of 
Paul Silverberg, who held a kind of key position in 
1932733. 


e The source analysis shows, going far beyond other works, 
which forces in large-scale industry actually promoted 
Hitler's rise to power and which wanted to prevent the 
constellation of January 30, 1933. 


- Widespread ideas about the relationship between large- 
scale industry and National Socialism can no longer be 
maintained. 
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Introduction 


In an article in the "Deutsche Führerbriefe" from the autumn of 1932, the 
question of whether there was a "specific social possibility" for National 
Socialism through which it could be "transformed from a fascist movement 
into a partial organ of bourgeois rule" was highlighted as the core problem 
of future political development in Germany. The essay entitled "The Social 
Reconsolidation of Capitalism" caused a considerable stir at the time and 
has once again become the focus of intense debate in recent years.! The fact 
that the Führerbriefe, judging from the perspective of big business, accused 
National Socialism of taking over the previous role of social democracy in 
its function as a "mass base for the rule of the bourgeoisie" points to a 
systemic connection between fascism and capitalism that was also evident 
from a contemporary perspective. Max Horkheimer's much-discussed 
statement "But if you don't want to talk about capitalism, you should also 
keep quiet about fascism",* seems to be directly confirmed here. 

In contrast, the current resurgence of controversy in German 
historiography over the usability and legitimacy of the terms 
"totalitarianism" and "fascism" to characterize the National Socialist 
dictatorship and its preconditions indicates that interpretations that are 
limited to the connection between capitalism and National Socialism are 
evidently still unable to satisfactorily capture important problem areas.? For 
example, proponents of a modified concept of totalitarianism such as K. D. 
Bracher or Ernst Nolte argue that a general concept of fascism ignores the 
"primary question of the totalitarian character of political systems" and 
"ignores the decisive criterion for assessing the modern state: the criterion 
of political freedom and limited government in favor of a socio-economic 
classification.* Klaus Hildebrand, Andreas Hillgruber and others, for their 
part, want the structural-historical approach to be supplemented by a 
"biographical approach", as Hitler's personality defies "any attempt to 
reduce it to the functional" and should "by no means be regarded as 
interchangeable".> Hans Mommsen, in turn, argues that the totalitarianism 
model "tends to abstract from the social and economic preconditions that 
make the implementation of totalitarian structures possible. 


Notes on the introduction on pp. 204-10 9 


Neebe, big industry, the state and the NSDAP - 
Introduction 


and that an interpretation that focuses solely on Hitler runs the risk, among 
other things, of "pushing into the background the co-responsibility of the 
conservative power elites not only in the phase of seizing power, but also 
for the medium-term stabilization of the Nazi system of rule".° Jürgen 
Kocka's attempt to summarize the different interpretative approaches and to 
bring them together in an overarching explanation of the "causes of 
National Socialism",’ shows the dimensions of the topic in an impressive 
way and at the same time points to the necessity of a broader social- 
historical approach. 

This expanded concept of fascism, which incorporates various 
approaches and is used by Kocka, Mommsen, W. Schieder and others, each 
with their own particular accentuations,® is opposed by the orthodox 
Marxist definition, which sees fascism as "the open, terrorist dictatorship of 
the most reactionary, chauvinist and imperialist elements of finance 
capital".? The National Socialist dictatorship is presented here as a form of 
bourgeois rule that does not differ fundamentally from liberal democracy in 
its essential characteristics. The contradiction between this narrow, 
dogmatic concept of fascism and a more open, socio-historically oriented 
interpretation of fascism derives in its theoretical justification primarily 
from a significantly different assessment of the relationship between 
economics and politics. This must first be discussed in more detail: 

Even in the older debate on fascism, which was conducted in the Great 
Crisis of 1929-1933 before the National Socialists seized power, the 
assessment of the specific quality of the alliance between the upper 
bourgeoisie and National Socialism was a central point of controversy. 
August Thalheimer's still topical monitum from 1930 that one should not 
"imagine the development so childishly that the bourgeoisie would 
‘voluntarily’ hand over power to the National Socialists because the fascists 
were a big capitalist counter-revolutionary party",'!° was primarily directed 
against the official KPD line and the social fascism thesis it advocated.!! 

Thalheimer's examination of the theory of social fascism was essentially 
aimed at deriving a reality-oriented anti-fascist strategy from an analysis 
that was both appropriate to the economic, social and political 
developments of the late Weimar Republic and at the same time 
theoretically reflective. "Blindness", said Thal- heimer, rejecting 
Thalmann's thesis that fascism in the form of Hermann Müller's "social- 
fascist government gang" was already in power, was "no excuse before 
history".!2 Against this, but also against the simplistic view of the 
immediate identity of finance capital and fascism, Thalheimer put forward a 
far more complicated model of interpretation which, following Marx's 
analysis of Bonapartism, analyzed the preconditions for the emergence of 
fascism. 
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In addition to the economic conditions, he linked the development of 
fascism primarily to the class situation. The fascist system was 
characterized in particular by the separation of social and political rule with 
the independence of the executive, it represented "a" form of the "open 
dictatorship of capital" and, like Bonapartism, was characterized by the 
"political subjugation of all the masses, including the bourgeoisie itself, 
under fascist state power with the social rule of the big bourgeoisie and the 
big landowners".'? 

In the Weimar state, Thalheimer saw the "erosion of the bourgeois 
parliamentary regime" being accelerated by Brüning's presidential system. 
One part of the bourgeoisie supported the National Socialists "actively and 
systematically", while another fought against them, but conducted this fight 
in such a way that it objectively worked into the hands of the fascists 
"against their intentions" and demoralized and paralysed the anti-fascist 
forces. In Germany, too, the bourgeoisie was thus surrendering its own 
political power 
‘never voluntarily' in favor of National Socialism, by virtue of the 
However, the ‘inner logic’ of its actions creates the conditions for its 
success, often subjectively unwanted. The process of "fascization" thus 
takes place in a complicated dialectic of economic conditions, social power 
relations and the political system; it proceeds in stages, in a logic that is 
sometimes "convoluted but no less logical", but is not subject to the 
automatism of inevitability insofar as no social force can "stop" it:!* 

Despite its obvious interpretative value, orthodox Marxist research took 
no notice of the Bonapartist theme: Here, the view of fascism as the open 
dictatorship of finance capital, which initially con- curred with the social 
fascism thesis and was temporarily inferior to it, finally prevailed after 
1933. The Dimitroff thesis has remained the binding basis of official 
Marxist historiography to this day, as evidenced by recent statements.!> The 
attempt, essentially due to Jürgen Kuczynski, to explain the empirical 
contradictions within the big bourgeoisie through the workings of 
"monopoly groups" has made certain differentiations possible, but has not 
gone beyond the framework set by the definition of the Executive 
Committee of the Communist International.!© The monopoly group theory 
adheres to the thesis of state-monopoly capitalism and the fusion of 
economic and political rule, but distinguishes between different "fractions" 
of capital, which are determined by an alternating relationship between the 
economic-technological development of an industrial sector and its 
political-social orientation: the older, heavy-industrial monopoly group of 
coal-iron-steel with a markedly con 
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In the chemical and electrical industry, there is a relatively younger group 
with a servative, authoritarian attitude that is pursuing a comparatively 
flexible, reformist course. 

Through the work of Kurt Gossweiler,!” who emphasizes the role of 
finance capital as a third, transversally assigned variable to the industrial 
grouping, this scheme has been updated without the fundamental 
methodological and theoretical objections being dispelled. The monopoly 
group approach is particularly problematic where the factions of monopoly 
capital are assumed in advance to have a fundamental commonality of 
interests that enables them to act as the determining subject in the overall 
historical process.'? Thus, Gossweiler's analysis "Big Banks, Industrial 
Monopolies, State" (1914-1932) also reduces "capitalist society to the 
actions and options of the capitalists or the monopoly lords organized in the 
monopoly groups".!° This applies in the same sense to Eberhard Czichon's 
account” , which describes the approach of the various industrial groupings 
- which, incidentally, are defined differently here than in Kuczynski and 
Gossweiler - empirically and in some cases quite differentiated in detail, but 
almost completely ignores the overall socio-economic development, so that 
fascism ultimately appears to be a "monocausal act of purchase" by 
individual industrialists, bankers and large agrarians.?”! Wolfgang Ruge, 
who most recently dealt with this topic, adds some new aspects, but overall 
he falls behind Czichon.” 

The theoretical frame of reference and the results of GDR historiography 
on the genesis of National Socialism did not initially remain without 
contradiction in the debate with neo-Marxist research in the Federal 
Republic, which was conducted in the mid-1960s, particularly in the journal 
"Das Argument". The GDR historians Czichon, Eichholtz and Goßweiler 
adhered to their thesis of the "primacy of economics" and once again 
characterized fascism as a stage in the development of "state-monopoly 
capitalism" at which the "most reactionary and aggressive elements of 
German finance capital ... at the outbreak of the world economic crisis" 
seemed to be advised to "establish their fascist rule over the German people, 
that is, to merge their power with the potencies of a fascist regime" in the 
interests of their imperialist objectives.” In contrast, R. Griepenburg, K. H. 
Tjaden and others considered Thalheimer's Bonapartism approach and its 
application to Germany in the years 1930 to 1933, despite partial criticism 
of individual aspects of this theoretical model, to be by far the most 
accurate contemporary account and the "most conceptually differentiated 
and historically confirmed" attempt to explain and predict the 
"transformation" of the Weimar Republic into a fascist dictatorship.” T. 
W. Mason emphasized the independence of the state apparatus in the 
National Socialist 
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dictatorship and criticized the "overvaluation" of the direct role of the 
"economic" in GDR historiography, which was due to the "lack of 
understanding of the social and political framework in which industry had 
to act".”° Even in "state monopolistic capitalism", as Eike Hennig” in 
particular has emphasized, there is no identity of economy, state and 
society. - However, the currently prevailing theories of the "new left" on 
National Socialism have largely displaced the Bonapartist approach and 
revealed an increasingly clear convergence with orthodox Marxist 
positions. The political and ideological instrumentalization of historical 
statements for "preconceived purposes of the present" in the concept of 
these groups was recently discussed in detail by H. A. Winkler.?” 

For the historiography of the Federal Republic of Germany, the 
connection between capitalism and fascism was long outside the scope of 
particular research interest. In recent years, however, social history has paid 
increasing attention to this problem, recognizing that the analysis of the 
development of society as a whole in the Weimar Republic and the 
transition phase to national socialism cannot be properly achieved without a 
heuristically practicable and at the same time theoretically reflected 
framework model: the monopoly group approach was initially contrasted 
with the concept of "organized capitalism", whose interpretation of the 
connection between economics and politics is based on Rudolf Hilferding. 
Hilferding recognized in the transition to "organized capitalism", which 
took place above all during the First World War and the early years of the 
Weimar Republic, "the fundamental replacement of the capitalist principle 
of free competition by the socialist principle of planned production" and 
derived from this the political challenge of "transforming this economy 
organized and managed by capitalists into an economy managed by the 
democratic state with the help of the state, with the help of conscious social 
government".?8 In contrast, the concept of "organized capitalism", updated 
for a socio-historical research perspective mainly by H.-U. Wehler, Winkler 
and Kocka? , is based on the attempt to "link the changes in the production 
system itself ... with certain changes that occur through the emergence of 
new social groups and the shift in their relationship to each other, not least 
in the form of class conflicts and changes in the relationship between 
society and the state".°° In contrast to the view of "state monopolistic 
capitalism", this approach developed for the era of increased state 
interventionism does not interpret the link between ecology and politics as a 
"fusion" and does not see the state exclusively as the monopolies' means of 
domination, but rather allows the state to be the means of power. 
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The principle of the detachment of the political decision-making process in 
specific fields of situation. In particular, he avoids the dangerous blurring of 
the fundamental differences between liberal-parliamentary and fascist 
methods of rule that emanates from the stamocap approach and is 
reminiscent of social fascism theory in this respect.*! 

However, the implementation of the model of "organized capitalism" 
into a practicable method for working through the relationships described 
remains problematic, as it does not provide a precise answer to the central 
question of the mediating instances between the poles of economy and 
politics and, in particular, does not clarify how these are empirically 
tangible.** Above all, G. D. Feldman, who, in continuation of his earlier 
studies, has now emerged with a pioneering study on the politics of German 
entrepreneurs from 1916 to 19233 and has thus made a significant 
contribution to reducing deficits in the reappraisal of the early phase of the 
Weimar Republic, was skeptical of overly broad theorems. The concept of 
"organized capitalism" was not empirically applicable; in order to make 
progress, one had to operate with "relatively narrow, practicable concepts", 
one had to "first have the building blocks, so to speak, in order to then gain 
an understanding of an overarching system".** On the other hand, it must be 
acknowledged that this approach, as shown in the work of Kocka, Puhle and 
Ullmann, for example, was certainly fruitful for a social history-oriented 
approach.*> This is perhaps also the reason for Winkler's conclusion that the 
attempt to revive Hilferding's theory of "organized capitalism" was an 
"aberration" which, however, proved to be "scientifically productive" .*° 

The discussion about the relationship between industry and politics in 
the Weimar Republic, as Feldman has also pointed out, is still characterized 
by a remarkable discrepancy between rampant theory formation on the one 
hand and empirical detailed research on the other: On a comparatively short 
blanket of historically verified 'facts', theory has tended to become 
independent, especially for the 1929-33 phase. In contrast to the period of 
the German Empire of 1871, where Kaelble, Mielke or the authors just 
mentioned?’ , for example, presented systematic works on the politics of 
important economic interest organizations, fundamental studies, including 
on industrial associations, are still outstanding for the first German 
Republic. In this context, Bernd Weisbrod's recently published, wide- 
ranging study°® on the role of heavy industry in the stabilization phase of 
the Weimar Republic from 1924-29 is of particular importance. Weisbrod 
also avoids an overly detached approach and orients his analysis, which is 
based on a 
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This is based on a comprehensive review of the material available in 
industrial archives and on the ideal type of "corporative pluralism" 
introduced to the theoretical debate by Ch. S. Maier.” "Corporate 
pluralism", as Maier understands it, adopts general structural features of the 
model of "organized capitalism", but refines and specifies them for the 
interwar period. This approach emphasizes the "qualitative transformation" 
of the political decision-making process, which no longer took place within 
the framework of the liberal-parliamentary principle, but was determined by 
a "corporate integration of interests between so-called veto groups".* 
Weisbrod attempts to prove in his work that heavy industry in the Weimar 
Republic was one such group that, with the help of its "veto position", was 
able to impose "restrictive conditions" on the political system that 
"seriously threatened its integrative power and steering ability and 
contributed decisively to the erosion of its welfare state content and its 
democratic structure"! 

Equivalent studies on the crisis of the Weimar state, which 
simultaneously combine structural and dynamic factors and specify the 
relationship between economics and politics in the run-up to National 
Socialist Germany, are not yet available, even if important detailed 
problems and individual areas, as studies by Gessner, Hentschel, 
Mommsen, Tammen, Wengst, Winkler and Wolffsohn, for example, show, 
have been dealt with in greater detail.4* This deficit, overlaid by the 
theoretical debate burdened by political implications, determines the 
framework of the ongoing controversy about the connection between large- 
scale industry and the emergence of the National Socialist dictatorship in 
1930-33? and can also be seen in the context of Dirk Stegmann's discussion 
of H. A. Turner's work on "Fascism and Capitalism in Germany". 

H. A. Turner, with the aim of giving "new impetus" to the discussion, 
which had reached an impasse, went directly to the West German company 
archives and thus initiated the development of new, important sources on 
the relationship between large-scale industry and the NSDAP before 1933. 
His work, initially published in American specialist journals and presented 
in an anthology in German in 1972, has increasingly come to the forefront 
of academic and political interest and has triggered a fierce, sometimes 
polemical controversy. Turner's central thesis, directed above all against the 
orthodox Marxist theory of agents, that the "vast majority of major German 
entrepreneurs neither wished for Hitler's triumph nor contributed materially 
to it", is substantiated with precisely researched references to the policies of 
leading industrialists during the crisis.** Methodologically problematic is 
the fact that an analysis of the behavioral patterns of influential business 
personalities 
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This far-reaching statement has not yet been substantiated at a structural 
level. 

In detail, Turner believes he can prove that in the Weimar Republic 
"economic power could not easily be translated into political power", but 
rather that the "political impotence of money" proved itself on many 
occasions.* However, he concedes that the major industrialists, even if they 
did not "actively" prepare the seizure of power, could by no means be 
absolved: "Indirectly, the business leaders contributed to the rise of 
National Socialism in various ways: they refrained from supporting the 
democratic republic, they fought the Social Democrats and the trade unions 
with blind hostility, they helped the reactionary forces and especially the 
Papen regime, and finally they lent Hitler respectability by dealing with 
them."* The overall interpretation of National Socialism as a political 
manifestation of "utopian anti-modernism"?’ , which Turner has undertaken 
elsewhere, nevertheless confirms that the author ultimately wants his 
findings to be understood as proof of the non-identity of capitalism and 
fascism. While H. A. Winkler*® saw Turner's work as a "brilliantly" 
successful attempt to demonstrate that the previous literature on the 
relationship between industry and National Socialism was "astonishingly 
incomplete, erroneous and misleading" in terms of key facts and contexts, 
and sees his research results as a "challenge to theorists", Joachim Radkau , 
for example, sees Turner's work as a "challenge to theorists". Joachim 
Radkau, for example, places“ Turner's results in a row with the "apologetic 
character" of the writings published in the post-war period by Lochner,°? 
Heinrichsbauer*! and others and disputes their scientific value in general. 
Radkau's own account?” of "German Industry and Politics from Bismarck to 
the Present Day" (1974), written in collaboration with Hallgarten, explicitly 
claimed to represent a counter-position to Turner,’ but was unable to do so 
convincingly in detail. It is little more than a superficially compiled and 
unsatisfactory summary of well-known versions and does not reach the 
status of Hallgarten's older study "Hitler, Reichswehr and Industry", which 
is still worth reading.°* 

In contrast, Dirk Stegmann's work>> must be seen as the real answer to 
the "gauntlet" thrown down by Turner. In clear antithesis to Turner's 
method, which remains entirely "in the tradition of a personalistically 
colored history of political ideas", but also in contrast to the "GDR 
historiography operating with a relatively narrow, dogmatically accentuated 
monopoly group theory" and the neo-Marxist West German historiography, 
which is unfruitful due to its "one-sided focus" on theo- retical framework 
analyses. 
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Stegmann holds out the prospect of a new methodological approach to 
historiography in order to "shed light on the social background to the rise of 
National Socialism using the example of the socio-economic option of large 
German entrepreneurs".°° The new materials brought into the discussion, 
especially on the basis of the Reusch estate (GHH), many of which were 
first published, make Stegmann's work an important contribution to 
research, as shown by its reception in the relevant literature to date .°’ 

Methodologically, however, Stegmann remains "still in the orbit of a 
‘historical positivism" (Hennig),’® in particular the link between economic 
development, the political system and the option of large-scale industry 
comes up short. Steg- mann's exemplification of his central thesis of the 
"continuity of German industry from Bismarck to Hitler" largely turns into 
a monograph of the uninterrupted rapprochement between business and the 
NSDAP from the beginning of the republic. In the process, contact with the 
overall economic, social and political development is largely lost: the 
economic situation from 1918-1933, the world economic crisis and the 
preceding consolidation phase are largely ignored.’? Similarly, the policies 
of the presidential cabinets Briining, Papen and Schleicher and their specific 
economic programs are inappropriately relegated to the background in favor 
of a rather straightforward view of continuity. 

A particular problem arises insofar as Stegmann's study defies 
assignment to a theoretically and conceptually more precisely definable 
interpretation of fascism: On the one hand, Stegmann disqualifies the 
monopoly group approach of GDR historiography as a "pro- crust bed" into 
which industry was artificially squeezed, but on the other hand, he himself 
uses this model quite generously to break down the industrial groups.°! He 
generally discredits - against Turner - the thesis of the "primacy of politics" 
before 1933 as a purely ideological approach,” but adopts this view for his 
own assessment of the National Socialist system of rule after 1936.68 
Stegmann also uses the term "organized capitalism" for the 1920s, speaks of 
"state-monopoly capitalism" in Germany after 1933% and at the same time 
interprets this period as a "special form of traditional authoritarian ruling 
technique". Following Fraenkel, for Stegmann this is the phase of fascist- 
conservative "dual power", which in turn appears elsewhere as being 
characterized by a "restitution of the primacy of big industry".°’ 

The mixture of alternative theoretical concepts leaves the decisive "how" 
of the connection between capitalism and fascism open in central points. 
This is substantially reflected in the fact that Stegmann does not answer the 
ultimately decisive question of the share of 
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German industry in the establishment of the fascist dictatorship and, as 
already criticized by Turner, omits "any systematic assessment of the share 
of the various socio-economic groups".6® Stegmann also leaves largely 
unanswered the question - already raised by Mason in his criticism of 
Czichon in 1968 - of how an "understanding" between the industrial groups 
came about in January 1933 and whether this even represented the 
"precondition sine qua non of the 'seizure of power", . He is thus unable 
to provide any new, conclusive sources for his thesis of the congruence of 
the previously divergent monopoly groupings that emerged during the 
Schleicher episode, which was overlaid by a simultaneous balancing of 
interests between industry and agriculture,’”? . Stegmann's insufficiently 
substantiated sketch of the industrial spectrum to the effect that the "Schlei- 
cher camp" within the Ruhr industry could rely "solely on Paul Silverberg", 
who was also prepared to "join a Schleicher-Strasser cabinet",’! is less 
differentiated than Czichon's older grouping attempt, for example, and 
requires a critical examination of the sources.’ However, the interpretation 
of the seizure of power as the apparent success of a conservative framing 
strategy indicates that Stegmann wanted to weaken the previously 
postulated identity of entrepreneurial interests and the exercise of National 
Socialist rule by recourse.” 

Although Stegmann sees the wait-and-see policy of large-scale industry 
in 1932/33 in a similar way to Turner and both agree on the old thesis that 
the eventual reorientation of important economic circles towards the 
NSDAP was only triggered by Schleicher's "state socialism", as the 
discussion about the "Arbeitsstelle Schacht" ("Schacht Workplace") 
exemplarily shows, an understanding hardly seems possible even in the area 
of 'factuality' that can be inferred from the sources. While Turner describes 
the "Arbeitsstelle"’* as a "stillborn child", Stegmann sees this body as 
playing a key role in the shaping of National Socialist economic policy 
before 1933.75 In this context, too, there is a tendency for facts that can be 
clearly clarified from the sources to be brought back into a coarsened, 
ideologically marked front .’°7 


In the context of the highly politically charged controversy about the 
causes of the failure of the Weimar Republic, which continues to be 
characterized by considerable empirical deficits, this study aims to 
contribute to a more differentiated view of the relationship between big 
business, the political system and National Socialism in Germany before 
1933. It does not claim to do so by using a new theoretical approach or an 
approach that has not yet been developed for this field. 
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The aim is rather to provide material that can be used to describe the 
interactions between industry and politics in the final phase of the Weimar 
Republic more precisely. The danger of "over-interpreting individual 
explanatory contexts and detaching them from the overall context",’® which 
is also evident in the Stegmann-Turner controversy, should be countered by 
embedding this topic in a much broader analysis. Only in this way does it 
seem possible to avoid a one-sided overemphasis or absolutization of 
individual dimensions of the overall complex of social, economic and 
political development, at least in terms of the approach.” 

The problem of mediating between the poles of economics and politics 
arises immediately for an empirically oriented study and calls for a 
practicable approach. Fritz Klein's treatise "Zur Vorbereitung der 
faschistischen Diktatur durch die deutsche Großbourgeoisie" (1953), which 
is still worth reading,®° the studies by Feldman, Böhret, Winkler, Weisbrod 
and Wolffsohn®! emphatically point to the use of economic interest groups 
and 
-organizations. The view that the study of industrial associations in the 
Weimar Republic approaches a "marginal utility"? and should also be 
rejected for methodological reasons, since the history of interests does 
nothing other than "replace the large individual with the association" 
(Mason),®® is, as Weisbrod has also emphasized,** to be criticized as a 
preliminary discussion of urgently needed empirical case studies on the 
politics and interests of individual sectors, branches of industry and their 
forms of organization. Irrespective of the empirical practicability, which 
speaks against excluding the associations, it must also be theoretically 
objected to Mason, Pet- zina et al. that the industrial association 
organization in the Weimar Republic certainly had the function of 
institutionally recording and representing social interests: The large 
industrial associations were "capable of organization", as they combined a 
relatively homogeneous status group with a relatively homogeneous needs 
structure in each case, and they were "capable of conflict", i.e. they had 
opportunities for political influence, which was determined by the ability of 
the business organizations to "collectively refuse to perform or to make a 
systemically relevant refusal to perform credible".® 

Moreover, as has often been overlooked, the direct access of interest 
groups to the Reich government and ministerial bureaucracy was 
guaranteed by the joint rules of procedure of the Reich ministries (GGO 
RMIN II) and thus firmly institutionalized.®° § Section 27 of the GGO 
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stipulated that in the preparation of laws and important regulations, "if 
possible, the representatives of the professional circles should be consulted 
in good time", whose involvement remained expressly unaffected by the 
secrecy obligation of the draft laws stipulated in § 29 of the GGO. The 
cooperation between the relatively autonomous ministerial bureaucracy and 
the leadership of the umbrella organizations was also extremely close due to 
direct personal ties: the managing presidents of the RDI and DIHT, Privy 
Councillor Ludwig Kastl and former Reich Minister Eduard Hamm, for 
example, had each held leading positions in the state apparatus before their 
industrial activities: Hamm as State Secretary in the Reich Chancellery and 
then Reich Minister of Economics 1922-25, Kastl as Ministerialrat in the 
Reich Ministry of Finance and Head of the Reparations Department 1921- 
25; Kastl's official appointment to the Standing Mandate Commission of the 
League of Nations in 1927 and to the Committee of Experts for the 
Settlement of the Reparations Question in 1929 was considered a perfectly 
'normal' procedure: His signature on the Young Plan, fiercely opposed by 
parts of the business community,’ vividly demonstrates the coherence 
between state administration and industrial interest organization in the 
Weimar Republic and at the same time shows how the Reichsverband could 
also be integrated into overall political responsibility. 

An empirical analysis of the relationship between economics and 
politics in the final phase of the Weimar Republic must therefore not ignore 
the role of the major industrial associations when clarifying the contexts 
relevant to decision-making. The present account endeavors to refrain from 
arbitrarily picking out individual points or processes and instead seeks to 
break down the interest politics of the "Reichsverband der Deut- schen 
Industrie"8® (RDI) more systematically. In doing so, it looks at the internal 
structure, programmatic conception and concrete actions of the leading 
organization of the economy. In addition, the "Deutscher Indu- strie- und 
Handelstag"? (DIHT), but above all the powerful regional association of 
the Ruhr industry, the so-called "Langnam-Verein",”? is also covered in 
detail.?! 

In addition to examining the large business associations as the 
institutionalized bodies of industrial interest politics, the present analysis 
uses a second approach to illustrate the interdependencies between 
economics and politics in the Weimar Republic more precisely and to 
clarify the tension between individual and collective action92 . As part of a 
comparative presentation of leading business personalities such as 
Duisberg, Krupp and Reusch, the conception and political strategy of the 
Rhenish lignite industrialist Paul Silverberg has been worked out in a 
coherent manner. The more intensive treatment of Silverberg is initially 
derived from his leading positions in the RDI, the DIHT and the 
Langnam Association 
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as well as his membership of the "Ruhrlade", the "secret cabinet" of heavy 
industry in the Weimar Republic,” and thus ties in with the association- 
historical approach. A more in-depth justification can point to the fact that 
Silverberg, whom Mariaux already saw as the "sharpest critical 
intelligence" in the entrepreneurial camp,” was one of the few truly 
political large-scale industrialists who, looking far beyond the narrowly 
limited operational interests of their own companies, were always aware of 
the macroeconomic contexts and at the same time knew how to take 
appropriate account of the constitutive framework conditions of industrial 
development in the interwar period. However, despite the wide range of 
material in the entrepreneur's estate, the source situation is not entirely 
unproblematic, as the majority of Silverberg's personal correspondence has 
been removed from the files and destroyed.” 


A few personal details seem necessary at this point:” His father Adolf 
Silverberg, who came from a Jewish merchant family of Dutch-Spanish 
origin, had set up a wool spinning mill in the Cologne area in the heyday of 
the Wilhelminian era and built up a linoleum factory and a lignite plant 
there before the turn of the century. Paul Silverberg was born on May 6, 
1876 in Bedburg, where the family's businesses were based. The parents 
had Paul and the other children baptized after their birth, but adhered to the 
Jewish faith themselves. (Silverberg's later "elementary, almost missionary 
desire for public, official, direct responsibility"? may also be seen against 
this socio-cultural background). After the early death of his father in 1903, 
the now qualified lawyer, who had initially aspired to a professorship in 
public law, took over the management of the lignite mine "Fortuna AG", 
which he merged with neighboring plants in 1908 to form the "Rheinische 
Aktiengesellschaft für Braun- kohlenbergbau und Brikettfabrikation" 
(RAG) Cologne. Paul Silverberg developed RAG into the largest and 
technically most modern lignite company of the time, founded the 
"Rheinische Elektrizitätswerk im Braunkohlenrevier AG" (REW) in 1910, 
recognizing the future potential of lignite in the interconnected energy 
system early on, and took over the chairmanship of the supervisory board of 
the newly formed "Rhine-Westphalian Coal Syndicate" in 1914. From this 
base, Silverberg was able to exert significant influence in the 'Revier' itself 
in the mid-1920s (board member at RWE, Harpen, Gelsenkirchen, 
VESTAG etc.) and further expand his position of power during the global 
economic crisis through the comparatively stable business development of 
Rhenish lignite. 

As the main proponent of the thesis of state-free capitalism, Sil- verberg 
brought the strategic-tactical target projection of big industry in the various 
phases of the Weimar Republic to the fore in a mostly unsurpassed manner. 


Notes on the introduction on pp. 204-10 21 


Neebe, big industry, the state and the NSDAP - 
Introduction 


He was at the forefront of political activity at the decisive turning points in 
this development: Already during the war, he championed the concept of 
the later Central Labour Community of 1918, prevented the socialization of 
key industries together with Hugo Stinnes in the Socialization Commission 
in 1920, formulated the most radical programme of entrepreneurial reaction 
at the height of the inflation crisis in 1922/23, and then presented his now 
famous Dresden Concept (1926) of a new cooperation with social 
democracy and trade unions with "recognition of the republic" by the 
business community during the stabilization period. A key participant in the 
offensive against the Grand Coalition in 1929/30, Silverberg later again 
propagated the idea of a working community and the "unification" of the 
SPD. He was one of Brüning's most important industrial advisors and was 
the actual initiator of the Osthilfe campaign, but refused to take on a 
ministerial office in the fall of 1931 so as not to commit himself too 
strongly. 

The precise clarification of Silverberg's role plays a key role in the 
question of the relationship between big business and National Socialism 
before the seizure of power in 1932/33: his policies in the final months of 
the Weimar Republic are increasingly controversial in the literature. On the 
one hand, Silverberg is claimed to be a comrade-in-arms of Schleicher and 
his most important ally in the Ruhr industry; on the other hand, he is 
counted among the leading protagonists of the Hitler solution. A precise 
determination of Silverberg's position is of decisive importance for the 
actual orientation of the industrial factions before the seizure of power, 
especially as this is still controversial in the various interpretations of 
fascism and has not yet been adequately examined empirically.?® 
Silverberg's attempt to derive the alliance strategy he propagated against the 
NSDAP from a social analysis and to justify it theoretically must claim 
particular scholarly interest. The question of whether it was possible to 
transform the national socialist movement into a "partial organ of bourgeois 
rule" was discussed in detail in the "Deutsche Führerbriefe", which were 
close to Silverberg, from the summer of 1932 and incorporated into a 
concrete political strategy.” The political line developed by the 
"Führerbriefe", which received much attention during the Papen/Schleicher 
era and has recently been discussed again, is characterized by the fact that it 
addresses the alliance problem, which is still at the center of the fascism 
controversy, from a contemporary, industrial perspective and pursues it 
continuously for months in the context of the changing framework 
conditions. Here too, despite the increasing, sometimes disjointed reprinting 
of individual contributions to the correspondence,'® a sufficiently 
systematic study is not yet available.!°! 

Above all, Silverberg's concept and the Führerbriefe towards 
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the Strasser wing of the NSDAP has therefore not yet been properly 
recognized.' A retracing of the political strategy of the 'Führerbriefe' on 
the basis of an overall evaluation of this organ from 1932 to spring 1933 
seemed indispensable here, also with regard to an examination of their 
specific significance for the political orientation of the large-scale industry. 

An analysis of large-scale industrial interest politics in the crisis of the 
Weimar Republic requires not only the examination of company and 
association archives as well as the private estates of leading entrepreneurs 
and other decision-relevant personalities, but also the use of selected state 
files. In accordance with the increasing independence of the executive in the 
era of the presidential cabinets and the associated shift in authority within 
the Weimar system, the evaluation of the holdings of the Reich Chancellery 
1930-1933 (BA Koblenz) is of primary importance. This also appears to be 
necessary in order to appropriately weigh the individual problem areas and 
to be able to work out consensus or divergence in the elements of industrial 
and state crisis strategy.! The specific significance of Brüning's still 
controversially discussed deflation policy and his reparation plan,'!%* Papen's 
tax credit program or Schleicher's job creation concept can only be 
imperfectly determined otherwise and placed in the context of the overall 
political and economic development up to 1933. 

The structural fields of investigation of the present work are derived 
from the linking of the concept of the state, the idea of democracy, 
ideological conception and political action of large-scale industry with the 
main topics of the system debate of the 1920s: namely state interventionism 
and economic structural change; social policy, trade unions, central labor 
union; tax and financial policy, reparations, economic policy and, last but 
not least, foreign trade and agricultural policy. In the thematic specification 
of the outlined focal points, the position of large-scale industry between the 
parliamentary system, authoritarian state and fascism in particular is to be 
worked out in an empirical-chronological procedure. In relation to National 
Socialism, the convergences, similarities and divergences on a 
programmatic and political level are to be determined in detail on the basis 
of the interests in order to finally be able to correctly assess the share of big 
business in the destruction of the Weimar Republic. To this end, it is above 
all necessary to clarify anew, on an expanded material basis, which alliance 
concept the big bourgeoisie actually pursued vis-a-vis National Socialism 
and under which specific, possibly contradictory conditions Hitler's seizure 
of power was ultimately able to take place. 
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I. 1918-1925: Revolution and the interventionist 
state. The Silverberg Program of 1923 


With the revolution of 1918 and the collapse of the Wilhelmine Empire, the 
relationship between large-scale industry and the state appeared to be 
fundamentally reshaped. Business, which was not the political leader in the 
old society but was respected and protected by it in its interests, suddenly 
found itself in an unusual defensive position. The new state now claimed to 
intervene in the economic process and set points of reference for planning, 
production and distribution. From the point of view of industry, the 
"interventionist state"! was created at the same time as the Republic, against 
which the traditional liberal-capitalist order had to be defended. The 
struggle for the social and economic order in Weimar received its central 
momentum from here: the separation of state and economy, the untouchable 
credo of large-scale industrial regulatory policy, was elevated to dogma and 
stylized as the main point of the entrepreneurial ideology of the 1920s. 

In fact, the "intervention state" was not, as industry claimed, the 
invention of the republic and the social democracy that initially governed it, 
but a consequence of long-term changes in the economic system itself and 
the associated change in the state's function? This development had been 
decisively accelerated by the central planning of the wartime economy; 
however, it did not necessarily predetermine the quality of the subsequent 
peacetime economy. The dismantling of this "Intervention state", which had 
been further developed during the war, and its instruments was the primary 
interest of the employers after the collapse. Under the slogan "fight against 
socialization", the liberation from a forced economy, for which the empire 
was primarily responsible, took place. This resulted in the paradoxical but 
politically characteristic situation that the entrepreneurs blamed the 
Republic for the consequences of the war economy - just as the political 
right had blamed it for the military collapse and its consequences.? 

The allies of the industrial revision policy were the trade unions, for 
whom the Stinnes-Legien Agreement of November 15, 1918 
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and the establishment of the "Central Labor Union of Industrial and 
Commercial Employers and Employees of Germany" (ZAG) on December 
4, 1918 was not least a reassurance against the demands of the 
revolutionary workers' and soldiers' councils. For the employers, the price 
to be paid in 1918, namely recognition of the trade unions as representatives 
of organized labour and socio-political concessions, in particular the long- 
fought-for eight-hour working day, still seemed small.* Their sudden 
willingness to cooperate with the trade unions on an equal footing on a 
parity basis makes it clear that in the autumn of 1918, the workers, who had 
always been on the defensive by the socially conservative, authoritarian 
system of the German Empire, found themselves in a strategically favorable 
position.> 

However, the report on the socialization of key industries submitted to 
the socialization commission of the Provisional Reich Economic Council 
(RWR) two years later clearly showed which side the balance had shifted to 
in the meantime. A fundamental reorganization of the economic and social 
system in Germany, as envisaged by von Moellendorf and Rathenau, for 
example, in their concepts for a common economy, had not taken place. On 
the contrary, the implementation of demobilization had initiated a 
reorientation towards the traditional economic order through a rudimentary 
reduction of state interventionism.° Ultimately, the only question that 
remained open was the socialization of key industries, which, following the 
failure of the 1st Socialization Commission at the beginning of 19197 in the 
autumn of 1920, not least as a repercussion of the failed Kapp Putsch, once 
again became the focus of discussion.® The report on the socialization of the 
key industries’ drawn up by the so-called "Committee of Seven" of the 
Reich Economic Council at a closed meeting in Essen (November 1920) 
also drew a line under this phase of the debate. The issue of socialization 
was thus dead for the Republic of Weimar; it only resurfaced during the 
height of the Great Crisis in 1931/32, but without regaining any real 
political significance.!° 

The draft and wording of the report were essentially penned by Paul 
Silverberg.!! As a representative of Germany's largest lignite company, the 
"Rheinische = Aktiengesellschaft für § Braunkohlenbergbau und 
Brikettfabrikation" (RAG), he was directly involved and, together with 
Hugo Stinnes, was able to successfully defend the "freedom of key 
industries" in the deliberations of the Socialization Commission!? . The 
committee had, without encountering any particular opposition from the 
employee representatives,'? defused the explosive term "socialization" with 
an elegant use of language and even turned it into an instrument for 
enforcing large-scale industrial interest policies. 
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can be socialized: The Essen Commission now understood 'socialization' to 
mean "ensuring that all means of production are exploited as fully and as 
rationally as possible in the highest overall economic interest of the people 
as a whole, with equal full participation and, accordingly, co-determination 
and co-responsibility of all those involved in production."'* 

The term socialization had thus been given an interpretation that allowed 
it to be easily incorporated into the outdated private capitalist system. 
Behind the demand for concentration of the means of production, the core 
of the rationalization debate of the 1920s, was the intention to establish 
large corporations of Stinnes' magnitude as official models of German 
economic policy. Stinnes himself openly pointed out this connection by 
recommending his own companies to the Commission as exemplary for a 
future economic order.!5 In concrete terms, this meant the establishment of 
over-dimensioned companies in the coal, gas, water and transport industries 
under the auspices of the private sector.!° The remaining co-determination 
was undermined by linking it to the usual basis of capital participation. 
Refraining from interventions under company law, the commission wanted 
to see "the basis for effective representation on the supervisory board" and 
the "participation of all those involved in production" guaranteed through 
the issue of small shares to workers.'’ In his personal assessment, 
Silverberg felt that the success of autumn 1920 was a "high point" of his 
life,"!8 however, he saw that the public enterprise plans were doomed to 
failure because the "defenders of so-called socialization were least clear 
among themselves about what they actually wanted and are still largely 
unable to answer the question of what socialization is."!? 

By the end of the socialization debate at the end of 1920, the claim that 
only an economic system free of state intervention and organized on the 
basis of private capitalism would guarantee growth and prosperity had 
become established, and that alternatives of a fundamental nature could no 
longer be put forward against this system once it had been legitimized in 
this way. 

The relative autonomy regained at the end of the transition phase from 
the war to the peacetime economy provided the basis from which large- 
scale industry could attempt to re-establish its former position of power in 
state and society. Inflation, which came thick and fast in 1922/23, became 
the decisive lever.” In the autumn of 1922, the Reich Association of 
German Industry (RDI) launched a programmatic ideological offensive?! 
that was openly aimed at restoring the traditional rule of business. This push 
was initiated above all by Silverberg, for whom in August 
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In 1922, "the right moment had come" to "take advantage of the general 
sentiment that has become respectable towards socialist economic 
management".?” In the "special committee for an economic program" 
appointed by the RDI in the summer of that year?’ , Silverberg made it 
clear, in overall agreement with the program commission, that the most 
important thing was to establish "clear guidelines without compromise", 
which the Reichsverband could use as a guide in the future.” First of all, 
this included clarifying the cardinal error of post-revolutionary economic 
policy, namely that "a decreasing amount of work is paid to the individual 
with more and more money".?5 The central argument here was that an 
"excessive" wage and social policy would "eat away" at economic capital, 
making any "recovery" of the economy impossible from the outset.”° 

Silverberg was well aware that the fundamental economic and socio- 
political change of course called for here could only be implemented in a 
political environment that was co-determined by the forces of society as a 
whole: despite all uncompromisingness in principle, when speaking "to the 
public", this must be done "taking into account the currents that exist in the 
German people; this includes, above all, contact with the labor leaders".*’ In 
this sense, Silverberg decisively rejected any catastrophe policy, both 
internally and externally, at the extraordinary general meeting of the VDA 
on October 12, 1922.78 Rather, Silverberg argued, successful revision policy 
required an arrangement with the existing system. However, his call for 
entrepreneurship to strengthen the "present" state was made on the 
condition that the private sector was given back the "freedom of movement" 
to carry out social struggles.” This was certainly not a fundamental 
commitment to the republic, but a certain ambivalence, which could also be 
interpreted positively, remained when Silverberg warned: ". . . we can be 
republicans or monarchists at the bottom of our hearts: At the moment, we 
have only one state institution in our fatherland, and that is the republic 
based on the Weimar Constitution. And since we have nothing else, we 
must support the authority of this state."*° 

The "strong state" had the task of guaranteeing the framework for 
formally orderly economic struggles. However, a merely neutral use of its 
apparatus of power was not the intention: Silverberg noted that the social 
conflict could only be resolved positively for entrepreneurs by working 
"with the state" and not "against" it.”! On the other hand, Silverberg did not 
see state repression as the panacea for resolving social conflicts. As a 
consequence of the strict rejection of all state interventionism, capital 
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In his opinion, only the unions could find sustainable solutions in the long 
term. However, this also required a willingness to compromise on the part 
of the entrepreneurs, as well as a willingness to cooperate with the trade 
unions as the representatives of the workforce. As Silverberg correctly saw, 
the trade unions and social democracy, as their political representatives, 
were necessary allies of the entrepreneurs if the concept of autonomy of the 
economy vis-a-vis the state was to be realized. Trade unions and social 
democracy could then articulate the interests of the working class, but at the 
same time they represented the instrument with which the masses were to 
be directed and disciplined.’? 

Leaving behind the old system of the Bismarckian-style authoritarian 
state, Silverberg called on entrepreneurs "to completely change their 
attitude" towards the state and social democracy. The era of socialist laws 
seemed historically outdated. 


"I have become more and more convinced that a large part of the blame lies with 
the business community ... such a powerful intellectual movement as Social 
Democracy is a factor to be reckoned with; it cannot simply be eradicated by 
killing Marxism in a general meeting of the Federation of German Employers' 
Associations."* 


The actual aim of this omission - beyond the narrower socio-political 
context - was the attempt to preserve organized labour as an ally. 
Silverberg, free of any false professional conceit, had already declared 
during the war to the Reich Commissioner for Coal Supply in July 1917 
that "negotiations get furthest" "where the workers are organized." "The 
industry would have to relearn here and see that it was best if the workers 
were tightly organized and thus under union discipline."** He had correctly 
recognized that the broad mass of the working class, but also its political 
leadership, were not actually revolutionary, but rather felt ideologically 
committed to an "outdated" programme (Erfurt 1891) and were being 
pushed into an anti-business front position, not least due to the misconduct 
of wide circles of industry, which had not moved away from the "master of 
the house" standpoint even after the 1918 revolution. Silverberg saw the 
ambivalent, or at least distanced, attitude of the trade unions towards the 
private capitalist economic system primarily as an educational problem. 
Here, he said, the business community had to put up with the accusation 
that it had made too little effort to cooperate with the workers' organizations 
and had done too little to help the "new elements" present there "to acquire 
the training they still lack today".*> Silverberg saw this view confirmed 
when, ten years later, he was able to observe "that a more serious 
conception of the 
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The fact that the great interrelationships have also penetrated these circles, 
on whose national help and cooperation and on whose help in the work we 
are absolutely dependent.*° In October 1922, Silverberg voted against the 
termination of the Central Labour Association, which had obviously already 
lost its function for large sections of industry, with the appeal to involve the 
workers' organizations. However, in pursuit of the concept of the autonomy 
of industry vis-a-vis the state, Silverberg aimed for a change in the role of 
the Arbeitsgemeinschaft. Cooperation with the trade unions was now no 
longer the means of preventing socialization, but the appropriate instrument 
for "organizing" capitalism on its own?’ This redefinition of the ZAG, in 
which the old concept of "social policy in exchange for renunciation of 
socialization" had been exchanged for the formula "recognition and 
subordinate cooperation of the trade union in exchange for freedom in the 
economic struggle",’® was interpreted by Silverberg before the VDA on 12 
October 1922, probably out of tact. October 1922, probably out of tactical 
restraint towards the public, but only cautiously. 3° 

The fundamental position of industry in the field of tension between 
social policy and the trade union state is documented with unsurpassed 
clarity in the program for the "reconstruction of the German economy" 
written by Silverberg at the end of December 1922 and published on 
January 1, 1923. The programme for the "Reconstruction of the German 
Economy"*? , which was written by Silverberg at the end of December 1922 
and made available to a small circle of people, including the acting Reich 
Minister of Economics, Becker, on 1 January 1923, was unsurpassed in its 
clarity.*! The Silverberg programme was free of tactical consideration for 
the workers' organizations, as stated by the employers themselves, was 
nothing other than a "powerful and forceful dictate"? which aimed to 
"completely break through the relationship between employer and 
employee that had been practised in recent years and that had developed 
after the revolution" or "a complete overthrow of the employer-employee 
relationship". "a complete overthrow of all labor relations created after the 
revolution".# It was also noted in the Reich Chancellery that Silverberg 
demanded "incomparably more" in terms of domestic economic measures 
"than a cabinet could ever advocate and a parliament would ever accept. 
The excessive nature of his demands" was "downright grotesque in some 
places."** 

Without really developing any new lines of thought on the relationship 
between industry and the state, Silverberg had put together a compilation of 
well-known formulas that could hardly be surpassed in terms of sharpness 
and meant class warfare from above. The very narrow circle of distributors 
guaranteed the paper the discretion it needed.** The most important 
demands were as follows: 
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"Fundamental renunciation of intervention by all public authorities and 
Management in goods production and distribution" 

"Repeal of all demobilization ordinances and the authorities and 
institutions arising from them (exception: welfare for 

War invalids)" 

"Complete and final abolition of all remnants of the war economy". 


"Prohibition of any hindrance to the right to work and to the 
performance of work on the part of employees. To this end: 
Strengthening of works representation, elimination of trade unions 
from the representations and meetings of individual companies. 
Prohibition of so-called centralized wage and 

Price regulation . . ." 

"Fundamentally free agreement on wages and working hours between 
employer and employees and workers. Even if collective agreements 
exist, special agreements between individual employers and works 
representatives must be permitted according to the needs of the trade or 
company. Temporary extensions to the agreed normal working hours 
can be agreed if an agreement is reached. 

is not achieved can be determined by a court decision . . ." 


"Ban on the coercion of coalitions" 

"Abolition of all special courts and arbitration committees. 
"De-nationalization and de-communalization of all public enterprises. 
be" 

" Abolition of all lifetime appointments of civil servants in public 
companies and agreement of private-sector employment contracts. 
inert" 

"Strike ban" 


. "Unification of the Ministry of Economics and the Ministry of Labor. 


Social policy 

cannot be an end in itself." 

"Release of fee agreements for the liberal professions, doctors, legal 
advisors 

lawyers. Determination of minimum fees" 

" For small pensioners and old people: Admission to social insurance 
assuming a period of insurance from the age of 18. Prerequisites: Proof 
that assets have been used up (household effects excluded) and that 


there is no legally insured person capable of paying. 
"46 


The rigor of this catalog, especially in comparison to the moderate tones 
at the VDA's general meeting on October 12, 1922, is initially explained by 
the internal character of the paper. In addition, as Feldman had already 
noted, there was the "influence of Stinnes' ideas"*’ in contrast to which the 
otherwise "critical, skeptical, sharp-sighted" Silverberg had adopted a 
"scarce-scientific relationship"*® Apostrophized by Felix Pinner as the 
"little Stinnes" for this reason,” Silverberg only succeeded in stepping out 
of Stinnes' shadow after his death in April 1924, but he continued to see 
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economic and socio-political estate manager.” More important for the 
shaping of Silverberg's program, however, was the profound change in the 
political and economic environment. Excessive inflation and the associated 
economic slump had put an end to "Catholic democracy" under Chancellor 
Wirth in November 1922. The formation of a "government of big business", 
led by the general director of the Hamburg-America Line, Wilhelm Cuno, 
created a significantly changed starting point for the interests of industry.°! 
Silverberg now launched an open attack on a central point of the 1918 
compromise, the eight-hour day? Not without having publicly attested to 
Cuno's cabinet's "independence" from the business community - while at 
the same time emphasizing the government's obligation to ensure the 
cooperation of the business community and its organizations for the "best 
interests of the Reich". and to "make use of" their organizations for the 
"best interests of the Reich" -5 , he demanded the "dismantling of the 
socialist economy of the last four years" and the "solution of our internal 
problems, especially with regard to working hours" during a meeting with 
Reich Finance Minister Hermes on 16 December 1922.°* Sil- verberg's draft 
"Reconstruction of the German economy" of 26 December 1922 
summarized these demands once again and specified them with 
uncompromising sharpness. 

The written responses to Silverberg's program ranged between 
businesslike noncommittal, cautious distancing and seemingly clear 
rejection.”° The Executive President of the RDI, Privy Councillor Bücher, 
assured Silverberg that the matter would be discussed at the next meeting of 
the Reich Association's Program Commission, but avoided making any 
substantive statement.°° The General Director of Deutsch-Luxemburgische 
Bergwerks- und Hütten AG and later Chairman of the Board of Vereinigte 
Stahlwerke, Albert Vögler, confined himself to stating that it was necessary 
to clarify "whether social policy was on the right track at all, and whether a 
fundamentally different attitude was not necessary."*’ Reusch's (GHH) and 
Duisberg's (IG-Farben) detailed exposés, on the other hand, were clearly 
negative. Reusch brought the criticism to the decisive point by accusing 
Silverberg of ignoring the reality created by the 1918 revolution and 
Versailles in 1920 with his proposals. 


"Your program refrains from foreign policy influences on domestic economic life 
and consequently arrives at demands that have no practical significance as long as 
the German Reich is under the pressure of the Versailles Peace Treaty. It also 
seems to me that you have not taken into account certain conditions created by the 
internal political changes of the post-war period. 
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Some things are not available, as a result of which the realization of your 
demands cannot be expected in the foreseeable future.">® 


Arguing along the same lines, Duisberg pointed out that the 
"abrogation of the Treaty of Versailles" was to a certain extent the 
"premise" of the program.” Internally, as the economic policy department 
of IG Farben noted, the draft had the flaw of "emphasizing the employers' 
point of view so harshly that the effect of a recovery of the German 
economy would be made impossible by the resulting political and class 
antagonisms."°? Carl Duisberg made the accusation, 


"In my opinion, you are returning to Manchesterism in your demands without 
retaining the good things that the last decades have brought us and including them in 
your program. Even if your program is correct from an economic point of view and I 
agree with most of it, some of your demands are probably inappropriate from a 
political and tactical point of view."*! 


Duisberg thus raised more fundamental objections, probably pushing the 
tactical side to the fore. While Paul Reusch agreed with the content of the 
programme itself - "Here the evil of our internal economic situation is being 
tackled at its roots" - but criticized the timing and circumstances of the 
initiative, Duisberg regarded the guidelines drawn up by Silverberg, which 
were largely consistent with the separation of state and economy, as a 
relapse into "Manchesterism". This criticism was correct insofar as 
Silverberg did indeed want to see the function of the state reduced to pre- 
Bismarckian proportions; it was incorrect, however, because the alternative 
was not the principle of "laissez faire", but the organization of capitalism by 
the economy itself. The fact that capitalism organized in this way bore and 
had to bear some sterile traits in the socio-political field was not in 
contradiction to this, but rather showed the ideological nature of the 
demand for "freedom of the economy". 

In any case, the program of 26 December 1922 was not intended as a 
demand of the day; rather, it was intended to provide a framework for future 
industrial policy. As O. Funcke, a member of the RDI's program 
commission, rightly noted, the Reichsverband "worked persistently in the 
years 1921-22 to gain a general knowledge of economic policy problems, 
not as science, but as a collection of such points of view on which political 
orientation could be based, in addition to taking a stand on the acute issues 
of the day. An entire ideology has been created that has been valid in 
economic circles for many years." 

With the December 1922 program, whose social policy direction 
Silverberg outlined in his speech to the VDA on 12 October 1922 in the 
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had essentially anticipated, the basis of the previous concept had been 
abandoned in one crucial point. The central attack on the trade unions, the 
attempts to revive the "yellows" and the questioning of the compromise of 
1918 removed the basis for cooperation with the workers' organizations. 
Silverberg had thus completed an unmistakable rapprochement with the 
traditional ideas of the "strong state" on the side of the business community. 
As an exponent of this concept, which was widespread in the business 
camp, Paul Reusch had already argued to Silverberg in August 1922: 
"Labor unrest cannot be combated by joint cooperation between employers 
and employees, but only by a strong government that has the courage to 
crack down vigorously and ruthlessly." 

Silverberg remained wavering and, despite the December program, 
avoided complete conversion. However, the tensions and contradictions that 
had to result from the doctrine of the complete separation of state and 
economy in conjunction with rigorous social policy for theory and practice 
were clearly evident.‘ 

The Ruhr War, which began in January 1923, halted the work of the 
Reichsverband's program commission, which could only be called together 
once more on 25 April 1923 for an "exchange of ideas on the general 
situation". Silverberg's draft thus went into the drawers without even being 
discussed in the commission and was thus practically finished.® On the 
personal side, however, the work had not been without benefit; having 
become "presidential", Silverberg was appointed to the RDI's executive 
committee on March 9, 1923, having been elected to the board just under a 
year earlier 67 

It took almost three years before the Reichsverband, now under the 
leadership of Carl Duisberg, was able to resume the work of the special 
committee and finally went public with a comprehensive program in 
December 1925.68 At the same time, a delegation from the association 
presented the newly elected Reich President von Hindenburg with the 
constitutional policy objectives, which were to initiate the change of 
course to an "authoritarian" policy. As Privy Councillor Kastl, the new 
Executive President of the RDI, was able to inform Silverberg on December 
30, 1925, at a reception with the Reich President, the latter appeared to be 


"particularly touched by our wish for a right of veto for the Reich Finance 
Minister in the entire field of public expenditure ... The President of the Reich said 

. agreeing with Mr. Reusch's remarks that the necessity of the time made a 
stronger application of Article 48 on the basis of an enabling law necessary. If the 
government does not do anything stupid, an enabling law and Article 48 will be 
very useful to me. 


Notes on chapter I on p. 211-14 34 


Neebe, Big Industry, State and NSDAP - Chapter I: 1918-1925 Revolution and Intervention State 


be right. But then it must listen more than before to what the economy 
demands." 


The onset of the economic cycle put paid to these plans; the fundamental 
cut to the state organization, as demanded by Reusch and other 
industrialists, had not taken place during this crisis. The emerging 
prosperity demanded stability on the basis of arrangements and social 
compromise and led to a new phase in the relationship between large-scale 
industry, trade unions and the state. 
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II. The Dresden speech of 1926. 
Stabilization and arrangement 


The attempt to reformulate the relationship between large-scale industry 
and the state during the consolidation phase ofthe Weimar Republic, which 
Silverberg undertook in his famous Dresden speech of September 4, 1926! 
to the general meeting of the RDI, brought the latently smouldering 
controversy in the employers' camp about the fundamental attitude towards 
the republic, social democracy and trade unions to an open outburst. 
Silverberg, who had now emerged from the shadow of Stinnes? and had 
also become a respected figure in the mining district itself thanks to RAG's 
connection with Harpener Bergbau AG, caused an extraordinary stir with 
his call to stand on the ground of the Weimar Constitution, to resume 
cooperation with the trade unions and to involve the Social Democrats in 
the government. The Silverberg speech attracted attention far beyond the 
Dresden Reichsverband conference and became the subject of discussion 
between the government, parties and trade unions, immediately becoming 
the focus of a fierce, public debate within the business camp itself.* 
Silverberg's initiative was part of a reorientation of RDI policy in 
1925/26: under its new chairman Carl Duisberg, against the backdrop of an 
increasingly clear economic recovery and a rudimentary stabilization of the 
economic and political system, which was also confirmed in foreign policy 
terms by Germany's admission to the League of Nations, the RDI’ now took 
a line based on compromise and reconciliation. Duisberg had already made 
cautious hints in this direction in his first speech as the newly elected 
president of the RDI at the 1925 general meeting.® In a kind of ‘confession 
of faith', Duisberg called for a "powerful state" and a "strong government", 
but at the same time expressed a positive attitude towards the existing order: 


"I stand by the constitution as it was adopted in Weimar and only wish that it 
adapts to the development of the times, that the administration becomes ever 
better and more perfect. The best administered state is, after all, the best state’. 
The welfare of the state does not depend on whether it is governed monarchically 
or republican, but on how it is governed."” 
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In continuation of this policy, the members' meeting in Dresden in 1926 
was intended as a forum to demonstratively emphasize the Reichsverband's 
arrangement with the republican form of government to the outside world. 
At Duisberg's special request, a representative of western industry was also 
to have his say.’ Vögler, who had already agreed, finally canceled for 
"health" reasons.’ In July 1926, the Executive Member of the Executive 
Committee, Privy Councillor Kastl, approached Silverberg to ask him to 
give a presentation on a topic of his choice. However, he made the rather 
vague reservation that he would prefer not to deal with the "fight" against 
"cold socialization", which had recently come to the fore.!° 

Under the slogan of "cold socialization", a new rally had taken place 
following the successful averting of the socialization of the key industries 
and an extensive dismantling of the war economy, which was directed 
against all state interventionism, but especially against the competition of 
public enterprises.'! Silverberg was not uninvolved in the creation of this 
central fighting concept of an offensive entrepreneurial policy during the 
stabilization phase and had aroused the particular interest of Sogemeier with 
his statements to the RDI Presidium on 11 March 1926,!? who, as head of 
the "Zweckverband Nordwestdeutscher Wirtschaftsvertretungen e. V.", 
steered and coordinated the "actions" against "cold socialization".!3 In July 
1926, at the time of Kastl's request, a decision had to be made as to whether 
the planned actions should be initiated openly and head-on, as the Ruhr 
industry wanted, or whether a more subtle form of action should be chosen, 
as the leadership of the Reichsverband believed.'* Kastl's concerns 
regarding Silverberg's tactical position on this issue were unfounded. 
Refraining from an offensive propagation of the sensitive issue, Silverberg, 
who initially "really had no joy" and was only able to make up his mind 
after persuasion from Gustav Brecht and Hermann Biicher, agreed to give 
the keynote speech at the RDI members' meeting in Dresden on September 
3,1926." 

On the association side, the RDI chairman Duisberg and Privy 
Councillor Kastl were also scheduled to speak. At the end of August, just 
over a week before the Dresden members' meeting, Kastl undertook the 
final editing of the speeches, which were now available as manuscripts, in 
which he unreservedly agreed with the line emphasized by Silverberg of a 
new cooperation between large-scale industry, trade unions and the state.!6 
The chairman of the RDI, on the other hand, had denounced the "socialist 
doctrines" of the workforce in his prepared notes using the usual 
terminology.'’ At Kastl's suggestion, Duisberg weakened these passages in 
order to emphasize his approval of Silverberg's course. 
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underline! and to ensure a common line of speeches. As usual, the 
manuscripts were not discussed by the Presidential Board itself, but by the 
Presidential and Executive Board Advisory Committee for General 
Economic Policy, which approved the "main points" of Silverberg's 
speech. !° 


1. The Dresden concept 


Silverberg's commitment to the democratic-parliamentary order, often seen 
as a turning point in the relationship between large-scale industry and the 
Weimar state, set the tone right at the beginning of his speech to the RDI 
members' meeting in Dresden on 4 September 1926, which seemed to 
signal the beginning of a fundamentally new entrepreneurial policy. At first, 
Silverberg not unskilfully covered up the denunciation of the Central Labor 
Union and his own conflict strategy, especially in 1922/23, by pointing out 
that in the first phase of shaping the republic after the revolution of 1918, 
the business community had "suddenly seen itself as an object of political 
struggle and therefore had to adopt a "unitedly hostile attitude" towards the 
new state. Reparations and the Ruhr War in particular, however, had 
gradually led entrepreneurship and "post-revolutionary governments" to 
"active cooperation": Today, a point had been reached at which it could be 
stated without reservation that German entrepreneurship stood "completely 
on a state-affirming standpoint" and thus also on the "ground of the present 
state and the imperial constitution". Silverberg added, however, that all 
"extreme forces on the right and left" whose aim was the "unconstitutional, 
violent amendment of the imperial constitution" should be rejected: in this 
sense, industry must also oppose those "defenders" of the republic "who 
still see the constitution primarily as an instrument of economic 
revolutionary goals".*° 

In the main part of his speech, Silverberg rejected state interventionism 
in principle and instead referred to the economy's ability to organize itself: 
through "self-help" and the planned further development of the industrial 
organizational structure, it had been possible to overcome the major 
corporate collapses of 1925/26 and prevent "a catastrophe in Germany"! In 
this context, the state had also proven incapable of making constructive 
decisions to overcome the crisis beyond the framework conditions it had to 
ensure?” . For industry, however, the alternative to the interventionist state 
does not lie in a reopening of the economy. 


Notes on chapter II on p. 214-20 38 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter II. The Dresden 
speech 1926 


The main reason for this was the "organization" of capitalism by the 
economy itself, which had already created useful instruments through 
"systematic" mergers to form cartels, syndicates, trusts and also joint stock 
companies” . Choosing the cautious phrase "misunderstood socialism", 
Silverberg only allowed the public sector to set up enterprises "if it is a 
matter of special purposes that the private sector demonstrably cannot or 
can no longer fulfill."*4 

Silverberg had thus approached the central argument of his speech, 
namely the criticism of the social policy of the Weimar state. Not 
questioning the political revolution of 1918, Silverberg countered its 
economic and social components.”> He accused the republic of being on the 
verge of "slipping into a welfare state" and killing "self-responsibility" 
through a "quantitative overload of social welfare". While the corporate 
economy had adapted to the circumstances, social policy was running on 
the "old tracks of official welfare and paternalism in working hours and 
wage regulation".*° 

The new strategic concept against state interventionism and social 
policy, which Silverberg presented at the end of his Dresden speech, began 
with a revision of the relationship between big industry and social 
democracy and the trade unions. Here, the industry itself had been guilty of 
serious failings by deciding "too late", 


"to recognize in the trade unions the representation of the working class and to 
strengthen the leaders' backs against their own friends ... This mistake on the part 
of the business community was mainly due to the pre-war period. But it had the 
consequence that after the war the leadership of the working class, untrained in 
economic policy, was politically strongly to the left and completely focused on the 
fact that even what was necessary and right could and must only be achieved in 
struggle, one-sidedly, without regard to the larger economic context and the effect 
of so-called successes on the economy as a whole."7 


The real problem was that the Center and the SPD outbid each other in 
terms of social and wage policy demands, with the "bill" being paid by the 
employer. While the Social Democrats, as the political representation of the 
"overwhelming majority of German workers", stood in "irresponsible 
opposition", the Centre, precisely because it represented only a minority of 
organized workers, came forward with all the greater socio-political 
concessions and in turn prompted the SPD and trade unions to make further 
demands. It was therefore 


"a situation that is intolerable and damaging in the long term in terms of general 
politics and economic policy if a major party such as the Social Democrats 
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democracy stands in an opposition that is more or less free of responsibility in 
German parliamentarianism. It was once said that it is not possible to govern 
against the workers. That is not correct; it must mean: it cannot be governed 
without the working class. And if that is correct, one must have the courage to 
conclude that there should be no government without Social Democracy, "in 
which the overwhelming majority of German workers see their political 
representation. "?8 


Adding the decisive qualification, however, Silverberg denied "social 
democracy"? the "power and the strength and the ability" to "dominate and 
lead the state", made it a condition that it "rejects radical doctrinarism and 
the always destructive, never constructive politics of the street and 
violence", and demanded leadership by entrepreneurship, subordination on 
the part of the workforce.°° 


Even "stormy, prolonged, repeated applause"?! from the more than 3,000 
delegates in Dresden could not disguise the fact that Silverberg had hardly 
"spoken from the heart" of most entrepreneurs with his demands, as RDI 
Chairman Duisberg effusively stated.** From the general meeting itself, 
Silverberg was immediately opposed by the future Chairman of the 
Supervisory Board of AEG, Privy Councillor Biicher.*? A leading member 
of the RDI Executive Committee until 1925, Biicher now headed the 
Presidential Advisory Council for General Economic Policy, which had 
already taken note of Silverberg's speech** with approval. Outwardly 
avoiding direct criticism and emphasizing his overall agreement with 
Silverberg, Bücher turned his complaint about the "freedom of 
responsibility" of the respective opposition into a general one by 
emphasizing the lack of personal responsibility as the main characteristic of 
democracy. Parliamentary democracy is like a ship without a captain, which 
is "difficult to steer", "because the helmsmen, who have realized that the 
oars need to be turned, have too many people to ask for their opinion before 
they can set a new course. This wastes precious time and often results in a 
zigzag course. Even if the ship is not about to sink, it is still in constant 
danger."?5 Following on from the authoritarian concepts presented to Reich 
President Hindenburg in December 1925,?° Bücher therefore called for 
"responsibility to be transferred from the hands of the committees to those 
of a personality" wherever "possible". 

J. Reichert, member of the Reichstag faction of the DNVP and active 
chief executive of the VDEStI, pointed out the parliament's control 
function, but denied that the Social Democrats and the Center were the 
political representatives of the working class. Moreover, according to 
Reichert, the "social democratic-communist obstruc 
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The best answer to this question was given in the "1925 Declaration" that 
an economically friendly customs and trade policy, as well as financial 
policy, could not be implemented with the "left".?” Silverberg, who took the 
floor once again, turned against Bücher and emphasized the necessity of 
parliament as such, which could not be dispensed with in order to control 
the financial economy of the public sector. Silverberg replied to his 
opponent Reichert that it would be a "misjudgement of reality" to pretend 
that the working class was not primarily represented in the Social 
Democrats: For this reason, the SPD in particular "must not irresponsibly 
march alongside the government", but must "absolutely be called upon to 
cooperate responsibly".?® 

A classification of Silverberg's speech in the system debate conducted 
by big business in the 1920s shows that the specific significance of the 
"recognition of the republic", which was initially at the forefront of interest, 
and the associated demand for "participation of social democracy in 
government" can only be made sufficiently clear in the context of "cold 
socialization", "organizing capitalism" and "social policy": In Silverberg's 
concept, business associations and trade unions formed the two pillars of a 
large cartel that was to organize and control the economic process on its 
own responsibility and autonomously vis-a-vis the state and other social 
groups. Basically, this was a semi-parliamentary system with elements of 
corporatism, in which the bourgeois parties on the one hand and social 
democracy on the other only had the function of putting into political 
practice the compromise reached in advance in a new "central labor 
community" dominated by the entrepreneurs. In propagating this concept, 
Silverberg was both progressive and reactionary at the same time. 
Progressive insofar as he stood on the ground of facts by recognizing the 
republic and the forces at work within it, reactionary insofar as this step was 
above all the appropriate means for him to counteract the trend towards an 
interventionist and welfare state. 

The theoretician of "organized capitalism", Rudolf Hilferding, on the 
other hand, saw Silverberg's declaration as a sign of fundamental change: 


"The Reichsverband wants the continuation of a reasonable foreign policy of 
understanding, it wants undisturbed domestic development and therefore no 
struggle over the form of government, it recognizes the change in social power 
relations. The utopia of Stumm, Bueck and Kirdorf of destroying trade unions and 
social democracy has been realized. Only the compromise seems realizable."?? 


On closer inspection, this analysis, which reveals the inner context of the 
argument and thus an essential core of the 
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Dresden concept as at least abbreviated. In reality, Silverberg's speech did 
not contain the recognition of the "change in social power relations", as 
Hilferding believed, but rather formulated the actual counter-position to his 
theory of an inextricable link between organizing capitalism and the 
development of the welfare state and economic democracy.* The central 
point of Silverberg's concept was precisely to drive forward the dismantling 
of the welfare state all the better by involving social democracy in political 
responsibility;*! a system that Brüning, co-advised by Silverberg, later 
mastered perfectly.* 

On the other hand, Hilferding agrees that Silverberg and the 
Reichsverband relied on a "foreign policy of understanding and an 
"undisturbed development at home". From the perspective of 1926, this was 
more than just a tactical maneuver and involved a willingness to 
compromise and come to an arrangement. The consolidation of the 
international system achieved with the admission of the German Reich to 
the League of Nations and the stabilization within the Republic formed the 
basis of a long-term strategy that was oriented towards the given political 
balance of power. For Silverberg, this also included the realization that 
entrepreneurial policy had no long-term prospects vis-a-vis the workforce 
without firmly established organizational integration instruments. 


2. Reaction from the government, parties and trade unions 


The reaction of the public, government, parties and trade unions to 
Silverberg's sensational "recognition" of the Republic and his offer of an 
alliance with the Social Democrats ranged from unreserved approval to firm 
rejection, depending on political position. In the Democratic camp, the 
Silverberg speech was greeted with joy, albeit with some skepticism* , but 
was met with incomprehension and criticism by the Conservatives.** 

The incumbent Reich Chancellor Marx (Centre), to whom Silverberg 
had sent a copy of the speech at his express request,*> sent the optimistic 
statement that the "commitment to social peace between the two pillars of 
the economy, employers and employees, would be seen as a turning point 
in the social and political views of significant sections of our people for all 
time to come", even if the consequences of coalition policy were not to be 
implemented immediately.*° Although circles close to the DVP welcomed 
the attempts to revive the ZAG, they openly opposed the 
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Formation of a grand coalition including the Social Democrats.“ Reich 
Foreign Minister Stresemann, the party's leading figure, avoided making 
statements to the public, but** met Silverberg in person after his return from 
the League of Nations negotiations in Geneva to discuss the issues raised.*” 
The DNVP reacted with sharp rejection, correctly recognizing Silverberg's 
initiative as an attack on the party's intransigent stance in domestic 
politics.°° At a meeting of German national industrialists in Cologne, the 
party leadership was demonstratively given a vote of confidence in its 
previous course and at the same time demanded "not to abandon the path 
that has been recognized as correct" and to stick to the goal of "a great 
bourgeois right".>! 

The central organ of the Social Democratic Party, the 'Vorwarts', also 
opposed Silverberg's preconditions with a "clear no". Abandoning the 
‘class struggle’ would mean renouncing any action that serves to increase 
mass prosperity", would mean renouncing the "struggle for the working 
day, for the protection of the weak, for recognition in the state and in 
society" and would be "tantamount to renouncing progress". Similarly, 
workers could not concede the right to "lead economic policy" to 
entrepreneurship. Even if industry could not or did not want to recognize it 
at the moment, the future of capitalism had been mapped out with the 
common economy. While acknowledging that the business community 
had found the "courage" to "affirm the state as it is", social democracy 
insisted on its indispensable demand for partnership and cooperation: 


"If there can be political cooperation between workers and entrepreneurs, then 
only on the basis of true democracy. It is not leaders and leaders who face each 
other, but people and administrators of organizations who know where their 
interests diverge and which part of the path is free for joint work.">* 


The Free Trade Unions took a similar position, responding to 
Silverberg's offer to revive the ZAG with concrete counter-demands.*° The 
Gewerkschaftsring deutscher Arbeiter-, Angestellten- und Beamtenver- 
bande responded in the same vein, showing itself willing to come to an 
understanding with the RDI only under the following conditions: 
"Unconditional recognition of the trade unions as representatives of the 
employees, definitive renunciation of support and favoritism of the so- 
called economically peaceful associations and works associations, 
recognition of the collective bargaining agreement and arbitration system, 
recognition of the preservation and continuation of social policy."°° 


The leader of the Christian trade unions, Stegerwald, on the other hand, saw 
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In Silverberg's declaration, despite all the criticism in detail, there is a 
historical parallel to Kaiser Wilhelm II's "New Course". 


"I attach a similar significance to the step taken by the Reich Association of 
German Industry, on whose behalf Silverberg is said to have spoken, as to the 
social message with which the young Kaiser Wilhelm II wanted to win over the 
workforce for the state in 1890 ... Now it is not a monarch who is speaking, but 
industry is offering its hand, in broad outlines, although some points still need 
clarification, to rebuild what has been destroyed on the basis of the present state 
and the imperial constitution together with the significant stratum of workers and 
to bring the German people back to world status."°’ 


Overall, the Christian trade unions reacted most positively,>® although it 
was precisely their influence that was to be curtailed by the formation of a 
grand coalition. However, the response from the Social Democrats and the 
bourgeois center (DVP), the main elements in Silverberg's concept, 
remained such that no practical consequences were to be expected, at least 
in the short term. 


3. The industry associations and the Silverberg speech 


The lack of concrete steps was also due to disagreement within the industry 
itself. Two main groups, which had already become recognizable to some 
extent at the Dresden members' meeting, were opposed to each other. 
Preller's statement that it was "mainly the export, large chemical, electrical 
engineering and finished goods industries" "who spoke here".*? and who 
supported the Silverberg concept probably needs to be differentiated in 
individual cases, but® corresponds to the overall prevailing tendency. The 
Reichsverband's willingness to come to an arrangement was thus 
emphatically welcomed by the "Verein Deutscher Maschinenbauanstalten" 
(VDMA), among others. As the managing director of the VDMA, Lange, 
was able to inform the RDI, "only approving comments on Dr. Silverberg's 
speech were received from his board and members."®! In Berlin banking 
circles, too, the new RDI line was generally approved and linked to the 
hope "that this apparent concession by industry towards the Social 
Democrats would cause the German Nationals to decide to abandon their 
previous position and openly side with the bourgeois parties, dropping their 
fight against the Weimar Constitution." 

On the other hand, immediately following the Reichsverband 
conference, at which a cautious distancing was already 
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had become noticeable, under the leadership of Jacob Reichert and Paul 
Reusch, a powerful ‘opposition’ emerged within and outside the RDI® , 
which pursued a fundamentally different course of entrepreneurial 
orientation. At the association level, the heavy industry articulating itself 
here first called in the Chamber of Industry and Commerce for the districts 
of Essen, Mülheim/Ruhr and Oberhausen, which announced its rejection 
vote on September 8, 1926 through Dr. Rechlin.®* On 16 September, the 
VDEStI's main executive committee and trade group committee, led by 
Reichert, who had already opposed the motion in Dresden, joined in, 
emphasizing that Silverberg had taken "neither the prevailing mood in 
industry and agriculture nor in national working-class circles" into 
consideration and that the internal political situation had therefore "not been 
clarified".°5 

Silverberg, who had been made aware of the organizing resistance by a 
confidential letter from the managing director of the Langnam Association, 
Max Schlenker, , had sent Reichert an interpretation of his Dresden 
Declaration before the VDEStI's main board meeting.°’ Copies were sent to 
Duisberg and Schlenker.°® Silverberg arranged a meeting with Reusch, who 
was certainly aware of the letter to Reichert, in his Berlin office on the 
evening of September 16, 1926. In the letter to Reichert, Silverberg again 
explained the necessity of "tightening" the Social Democrats, which was 
primarily due to economic developments.” 


"Even if it is progressing slowly, we are in an upward economic cycle. And every 
economic cycle brings with it labor disputes that are capable of severely 
disrupting the upward trend. Therefore, and for all the future, my goal is peace 
with the workers, peaceful and rapid resolution of the disputes over wages and 
working hours ... That was the purpose of my speech, and if industry does not let 
me down and the political parties that can do so harness the Social Democratic 
Party in such a way that their irresponsible, purely party-tactical activities cease, 
then I hope for a healthy and calm upward development for German industry in 
the coming years, which we very much need."”! 


Silverberg's attempt at appeasement had little success. However, the op- 
position around Reusch and Reichert still considered it opportune to avoid 
an overly open approach on the part of heavy industry for the time being.” 
The protests” received by the management of the Reichsverband from 
September 8 to early October 1926 in the run-up to the RDI presidential and 
board meetings on October 14 only superficially documented the fact that a 
broad front of industrial companies from all sectors and numerous regional 
and trade associations had formed against the Silverberg line. The more 
precise 
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A review of the receipts shows that this was essentially not spontaneous 
criticism,” but a controlled action against the new policy of the 
Reichsverband. The initiator of the organized protest was the 
"Norddeutsche Wollkämmerei und Kammgarnspinnerei, Delmenhorst", 
which hectographed its objection and sent it throughout the country. In 
some cases, the companies and associations addressed in this way spared 
themselves the trouble of making their own statement and simply referred 
to the Delmenhorst company's submission.’> The Reichsverband recognized 
these connections, which were revealing for the weighting of the protests’® , 
and Kastl pointed out to Reich Chancellor Brüning in 1931, after the 
collapse of the "Nordwol- le" group, that this company "had been in an 
open battle with the Reichsverband for years and had attempted to eliminate 
this association."”7 

The tactics used by the RDI leadership to counter the organized protest 
were simple: no explanations or denials were issued (although requested in 
the petitions) regarding the widespread public opinion that the Presidium 
had unanimously approved the new course, in order to, as Duisberg put it, 
"avoid weakening the impression of Silverberg's speech."’* Executive 
member of the presidium Kastl also suggested that an extraordinary 
presidium meeting be convened, at which "not only should a critical 
position be taken on Silverberg's statements, but at the same time complete 
clarity should be created as to what positive steps the Reichsverband should 
take in the near future, because the whole thing must not end like the 
Hornberg shooting."’? Duisberg, on the other hand, considered it more 
sensible to wait for the regular presidential meeting, but gave the 
management extensive backing for the new Reichsverband policy.°° With 
this in mind, Kastl then instructed the managing directors of the 
Reichsverband's specialist groups?! and answered the protests received.** 

The open push by heavy industry against the Silverberg concept was to 
take place at the 54th general meeting of the Langnam Association on 
October 1, 1926 in the Städtische Tonhalle, Düsseldorf. Prior to this, the 
association's managing director, Max Schlenker, and the first chairman, 
Paul Reusch, had made a futile attempt to dissuade Silverberg from the 
main point of his Dresden remarks. In their view, the offer of an alliance to 
the Social Democrats and the trade unions should be undermined by the 
fact®® that Silverberg expanded the "preconditions" already mentioned in 
Dresden, such as a rejection of the "class struggle" and the "politics of the 
street", into an insurmountable barrier even for the best-meaning workers' 
representative.*4 

The Reichsverband probably saw what was at stake in Düsseldorf and 
therefore sent President Duisberg himself instead of Frowein®® in order to 
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to defend Silverberg's position. This step was quite unusual, as Duisberg, 
otherwise one of the most eloquent entrepreneurs of the Weimar Republic, 
had always avoided the forum of the Langnam Association.®° However, 
Paul Reusch, who opened the meeting, which was also eagerly awaited by 
the public, only referred to the Dresden meeting of the Reichsverband in a 
few sentences and surprisingly agreed with Silverberg "that we should not 
govern against and not without the workforce", but criticized the fact that 
his statements had not been approved by the official bodies of the RDI, the 
Presidium and the Board of Directors.’ Silverberg, who defended his 
concept in a thoroughly offensive manner, referred to the self-responsibility 
of the speakers, whose presentations in the main lines were agreed in the 
advisory boards and committees, but were never subject to an official 
resolution.®® He countered the accusation that he had ventured too far into 
political territory by stating that Reusch himself, with his consideration of 
"whether ... ... perhaps a reform in the direction that the creative estates - 
trade and industry, agriculture, crafts and small businesses - unite in special 
economic chambers might not be expedient. . . ." had argued for nothing 
less than a constitutional amendment in favor of the establishment of a 
professional system.*? Only Fritz Thyssen dared to openly oppose 
Silverberg by categorically rejecting co-government by the Social 
Democrats because the "soul of the worker ... was neither a socialist nor a 
clerical soul, but a German soul".” 

The chairman of the Reichsverband, Duisberg, who took the floor in 
conclusion, clearly backed Silverberg and gave his critics an unmistakable 
rebuff. Duisberg told those gathered that he had "had a certain pleasure in 
being able to see what effect it would have when a man like Dr. 
Silverberg, on his own responsibility, throws a heavy, politically thick stone 
into the pond of public opinion. I was excited to hear and see how the frogs 
in particular would croak, and they croaked louder than ever.?! 

There was no question that the opposition had suffered at least a tactical 
defeat at the Düsseldorf meeting of the Langnam Association. A 
"preliminary decision in favor of the opponents of Silverberg's initiative"? 
had certainly not been made here; with the exception of Fritz Thyssen, none 
of the leading heavy industrialists had been prepared to take a clearly 
negative position. The direct confrontation was not dared, obviously 
because it had been recognized that in October 1926 the balance of power 
within the economy did not permit a "veto" against a reformist policy 
without manoeuvring heavy industry into a position of marginalization. In 
view of the alternatives available, this meant that the 
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The result was that Duisberg and Silverberg left the battlefield in a stronger 
position.” 

The opposition to Silverberg's course, disappointed by the course of the 
Düsseldorf Langnam Association meeting on October 1, 1926, did not have 
much time left to win a public position before the important presidential 
and board meeting of the RDI on October 14, 1926. The "Association for 
Mining Interests" finally made its presence felt and countered Silverberg's 
demand in Düsseldorf for the Social Democrats to join the government with 
the formula: "Government must not be allowed to take place without the 
business community."*4 Although the Bergbau-Verein refrained from its 
later practice of threatening to leave the RDI,” warned against pursuing the 
new political solution any further because it would "jeopardize the unity of 
the Reichsverband and its sub-associations". 

The fiercest opposition to the Reichsverband's new course came from 
the "Association of Saxon Industrialists" (VSI). The small and medium- 
sized companies, most of which were organized in the VSI, had correctly 
recognized that there was no room for them in the Silverberg concept,” and 
feared, not without good reason, that they would be ignored in the 
interaction between large-scale industry and the trade unions. Like the 
mining association, the VSI criticized the course of the Düsseldorf 
meeting and warned against creating a "Duisberg case"” after a 
"Silverberg case". The managing director of the Plauen local group, lawyer 
Dr. Schlegel, countered the RDI: 


"In our country, as hardly anywhere else in Saxony, the idea of the factory 
community is marching mightily ... Into this development, the Silverberg speech 
bursts like a bomb, which knows nothing of the factory community, which seeks a 
pact with the trade union, the greatest opponent of the factory community ... We 
in Vogtland, with mainly medium-sized and smaller companies, cannot follow Dr. 
Silverberg's ideas. We want to get away from collective agreements and trade 
unions. We will not allow anything to be imposed on us that we are fighting 
against. ."9° 


This statement formed the antithesis to Silverberg's call for cooperation 
with the trade unions, the revival of the central labor union and the 
participation of social democracy in government. The radical alternative to 
compromise and reconciliation formulated here was to fight against all 
supra-regional workers' organizations, smash the collective bargaining 
system and propagate the ideology of the factory community. 

The discussion of Silverberg's speech in the committees of the RDI on 
October 14, 1926! confirmed the tensions that had previously become 
apparent in the industrial camp. After a lengthy debate!®! in the Executive 
Committee, a draft resolution was presented to the Board of Directors, 
which sought to mediate between the parties. With the exception of Hartong 
(Nordwolle) and Blohm, who 
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The will to reach an arrangement prevailed among those who wanted to 
commit the Reichsverband to a principally anti-union line. Even the VSI, 
which once again voiced its protest through Retzmann, saw it as its duty to 
avoid anything "that could create the appearance of a division among the 
employers on this issue."!% Vögler expressly agreed with this line on behalf 
of the Schwerindu- strie, but at the same time maintained the substantial 
demarcation from Silverberg.! Borsig, who as chairman of the 
"Vereinigung der Deutschen Arbeit- geberverbände" (VDA) also spoke out 
in favor of the minimum consensus found in the resolution, summed up the 
prevailing view on the board in the formula: "Unity in the industry and at 
the same time breaking off the tops."!% The resolution! , which was 
ultimately adopted unanimously, emphasized this, 


"that both the commitment of the business community to the state and the call for 
cooperation between entrepreneurs and workers only represent a new emphasis on 
the goals previously pursued by the leading industrial organizations. The 
Presidium and Executive Board of the Reich Association of German Industry 
welcome all efforts that are suitable for promoting cooperation between 
entrepreneurs and workers."!06 


Although this was not a clear decision in favor of a new Reich 
association policy, it did not block its path either. Did the supporters of a 
new central labor union really remain "completely isolated" with this result, 
as has been claimed?!” It is true that the outcome of the controversy 
revealed a predominantly conservative orientation of the employers' camp, 
with the exponents of a reformist policy remaining numerically in the 
minority. It is also true that Silverberg only received explicit approval from 
Duisberg, Kastl, Kraemer,!°* Frowein!® and Lammers!!° from the 
presidium of the RDI. On the other hand, however, these were the 
industrialists who decisively determined the policies of the Reich 
Association. In the exclusive management committee of the RDI, the 
"Engeres Präsidium",!!! which was formed later, this business wing, which 
was in favor of compromise, was able to create an extremely powerful 
instrument. With Duisberg, Kastl, Silverberg, Kraemer, Frowein and 
Miiller-Oerlinghausen'!? , the central decision-making level of the 
Reichsverband was staffed exclusively by representatives of a reformist 
line. As a result, the Reichsverband actually represented the forum and 
stage for moderate industrialists who lacked suitable trade and regional 
associations to represent their political views.'!? The problem for the 
industrial interest organization was that the RDI, as the overarching 
umbrella organization, tended to represent a different policy than the 
affiliated sub-associations. At the same time, this did not mean that the RDI 
leadership became independent, but was in line with the actual weightings 
in the industry. 
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the other. The modern, export-oriented branches of industry were able to 
bring their strong economic and political potential to bear within the 
Reichsverband, even if they did not appear to have much influence on the 
outside.!!* 

In 1926, the decision on the future policy of industry towards the state 
and trade unions remained open. Two camps were unmistakably opposed to 
each other, neither of which was strong enough to assert its position with 
binding force. The future had to show which way developments were 
heading. 


Notes on chapter II on p. 214-20 50 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter III. World economic crisis and 
restoration 


III. Global economic crisis and Restoration concepts 


The great New York stock market crash of 24 October 1929 marked the 
seemingly abrupt end of the global economic stabilization of the interwar 
period.! As recently as August 1929, the Institute for Economic Research 
had predicted a sustained economic upturn,? and in September 1929, the 
President of the New York Stock Exchange believed that "the economic 
cycles we have experienced are now over. In any case, I am convinced of 
the essential and fundamental permanence of American prosperity. And that 
is probably the opinion of the vast majority of businessmen in the United 
States and undoubtedly throughout the world." The same was true of the 
theoretical head of German Social Democracy, Rudolf Hilferding, who 
believed that "organized capitalism" had reached a qualitatively new stage 
of political-economic development and that the cyclical disruptions of the 
economic process had finally been overcome.’ In fact, however, latent signs 
of an economic turnaround had already made themselves felt in Germany in 
the course of 1929. Gross domestic investment, a reliable indicator of the 
overall economic trend, fell visibly in 1929 by RM 3.6 billion or 22.8% 
compared to the previous year, indicating at least a possible stagnation 
phase.° 

The German economy therefore did not "fall from dreams of eternal 
prosperity",° when the crisis came to light in the fall of 1929. Structural 
errors in post-war reconstruction, the coincidence of longer-term stagnation 
tendencies with acute contraction movements in 1929/30 against the 
background of an international monetary economy that had become 
increasingly coherent through reparations and credit interdependencies 
caused a particular sensitivity, so that finally, reinforced by a general 
agricultural crisis, the collapse of the world economy and the world 
monetary system occurred.’ The effects of the Great Depression of 1929- 
1933 in Germany, however serious they may have been in individual cases, 
were not exceptional by international standards. The decline in industrial 
production probably amounted to 40% compared to "only" 26% in France, 
but at the same time it remained well below the figure of 48% for the USA.8 
The frequent reference to the excessive burden placed on the German Reich 
by the Treaty of Versailles and reparations is inaccurate from a purely 
economic point of view.? It is not the extent of the 
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The specific crisis strategy that came into play here, which was not 
primarily oriented towards overcoming the economic problems, but rather 
the revision of the internal and external consequences of the lost war, in 
particular the revolution of 1918, was the guiding political goal. 

The repercussions of the crisis on German domestic policy first became 
apparent in the growing tensions within the Grand Coalition led by the 
social democratic Chancellor Hermann Müller. The fundamental problem - 
presenting a balanced budget'® with rising social spending and 
simultaneously falling tax revenues, without tackling the substance of social 
policy benefits, but also without placing a new burden on the economy - led 
to an inevitable polarization between the parties supporting the coalition. 
The conflict was inevitable, and the Weimar coalition only had a chance if 
the SPD and DVP were willing to compromise.!! 


1. The RDI meeting on December 12, 1929 


Large-scale industry took an unequivocal stand on this issue. At the 
extraordinary general meeting of the Reichsverband on 
On December 12, 1929 in Berlin, the Grand Coalition under the leadership 
of the Social Democrats was given an open declaration of war. The 
chairman of the RDI, Carl Duisberg, who had supported Silverberg's 
equalization concept in 1926,” now rejected any willingness to 
compromise: "It must not be half work, it must be full work. Compromises 
no longer help. It's a matter of principle, of the whole system."!3 

While the acting Reich Minister of Economics, Moldenhauer (DVP), 
was still appealing for industry's approval of the government's financial 
program and pointed out that an economic policy that overlooked the 
"social moment" would "ultimately be shattered by social tensions",'* the 
main speakers at the event, Müller-Oerlinghau- sen!® and Silverberg in 
particular,'* , made it clear in their speeches that only those reform 
measures that involved a fundamental change of course in the tax, financial 
and social policies practised in recent years would be acceptable to 
entrepreneurs. Silverberg took the ideas on the autonomy of the economy 
developed in 1922 in his program for the "Reconstruction of the German 
Economy"! and in Dresden in 1926 a step further and, in addition to a 
general 5% reduction in spending, called for the "establishment of a 
financial economy" in which financial sovereignty was not a burden. 
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The aim was to restrict the empire's financial power in favor of banks and 
industry.'!® Silverberg had assigned a key role to the Reichsbank, which was 
to be given decisive decision-making powers in a newly established 
financial control office. Silverberg had previously discussed these plans 
with Reichsbank President Hjalmar Schacht, who was on friendly terms 
with him,!? , to which the "Vorwärts" newspaper remarked, not without 
justification, that the stirrup for a "financial dictator" Schacht was obviously 
being held here.” The banker Max Warburg also expressed reservations 
about such plans?! and Felix Pinner characterized the "financial economy" 
conceived by Silverberg as a "pronounced financial planned economy in 
which the private sector would practically dictate and the state would have 
to stand still and parry". If Silverberg's proposals were implemented, "a 
kind of negative financial dictatorship would be organized over the Reich, 
which would make it impossible for it to pursue an independent financial 
policy in the future." 

Silverberg's project to allocate the industrial revenue released after the 
adoption of the Young Plan to a special fund for the benefit of agriculture, 
with the economy being given autonomous management of the money, was 
along the same lines.” Ultimately, this was a plan to levy a public imperial 
tax, the redistribution of which was reserved for the private sector. This 
concept, which was realized a good year later against fierce resistance, 
including from industry, formed the financial basis for the failed "Osthil- 
fe" campaign of 1931-33. The private sector had the decisive influence in 
the "Bank für Industrie-Obliga- tionen" (Bafio), which was set up to handle 
the debt relief of the Eastern Albanian large estates. The chairman of the 
bank's supervisory board was Silverberg, the "father of Eastern aid", who 
thus had an excellent instrument at his disposal to implement his idea of 
"organized capitalism".”* 

As in Dresden in 1926, Silverberg's plans propagated in December 1929 
came under fire from critics, who focused in particular on the prospect of a 
further increase in the industrial tax burden.”> With these ideas, Silverberg 
had moved away from the program of the RDI’® in that he no longer wanted 
to give absolute priority to the idea of capital formation. Rather, the 
dominant concern was to decisively scale back state interventionism and, 
despite the crisis and cost pressure, to make considerable financial and 
organizational advances on the part of large-scale industry.*’ The socio- 
political implications of such a "financial dictatorship" of the private sector 
were expressed in the fact that even for Silverberg, the idea of cooperation 
with social democracy and trade unions, which was opportune in the 
defensive phase, was initially no longer valid in the crisis. In contrast to his 
main opponent from 1926, Paul Reusch, 
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following the Reichsverband conference, Silverberg definitively renounced 
the Dresden concept: he declared that the year 1930 would certainly have to 
bring "clarity", 


"whether or not we have to continue the collectivist stuff with small partial 
successes for these and lasting compromises. Since my intention to create order 
together with the reasonable and, as I believed, politically influential part of the 
working class (Dresden) has failed on both sides, we must work alone. Hence my 
strong thrust in questions of financial policy, in which I knowingly exposed 
myself in agreement with Schacht."?® 


The fact that Silverberg had made a principled turnaround by explicitly 
turning away from the idea of a working community, as the "Düs- seldorfer 
Nachrichten" claimed,”? is only partially true. Since the beginning of the 
Republic, the fight against socialization, the interventionist state and 
economic democracy had been his central point of orientation, which he 
had not denied in 1926. For Silverberg, the form and intensity of 
cooperation with organized labour, as well as the choice of a conflict 
strategy as in 1929/30, were therefore determined by the specific overall 
political conditions and were beyond a fundamentally fixed position.*° 


2. Young Plan and Grand Coalition 


The goal of bringing down the Grand Coalition had probably become 
apparent at the Reichsver- bandstagung of 12 December 1929; however, a 
certain ambivalence in the concrete action towards Hermann Miller's 
cabinet remained noticeable for the time being. After all, the RDI leadership 
had given the acting Reich Economics Minister Moldenhauer the 
opportunity to defend the government's financial program, thus at least 
avoiding total confrontation.*! This wait-and-see approach was primarily 
determined by reparations policy considerations. The Young Plan*? , which 
had not yet been passed by the Reichstag, formed the bracket, which 
prevented a premature break-up of the coalition. 

Despite massive opposition from heavy industry circles, approval for the 
new payment plan prevailed in the industrial camp overall, which brought a 
considerable reduction in annuities compared to the Da- wes plan and thus a 
noticeable relief for the economy.** Even in the Langnam Association, the 
radical position of Thyssen and Vögler, who insisted on rejection, could not 
prevail. This dispute became particularly explosive within the industry due 
to the fact that 
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Geheimrat Kastl of the RDI had not followed Vögler's example after his 
spectacular departure from the Paris negotiating delegation (May 1929)°5 
and had co-signed the Young Plan on June 7, 1929 in agreement with 
Duisberg.*° Thanks to skillful management by Reusch and Schlenker, with 
the help of Silverberg?’ , an open rupture was avoided at the general 
meeting of the Langnam Association on July 8, 1929, even though the 
cracks in the industrial tower became visible to the outside world. In 
contrast to the catastrophe policy pursued by Thyssen** and Vögler, the 
broad majority of industry’? opted for the realpolitik course based on the 
new reparations regulation. Paul Reusch, chairman of the Lan- gnam 
Association until 1930, consequently insisted that his Berlin representative, 
Dr. Martin Blank, leave the preparatory committee for the referendum 
against the Young Plan“? , arguing that "a political front on the right has 
been successfully built up here, the like of which has not been seen for a 
long time. In the opinion of the Stahlhelm leadership, everything must now 
be done to keep this - numerically large - bloc together for other decisions 
that could perhaps mature one day, without knowing no w in which area 
that would be."*! Silverberg also spoke out publicly against the referendum 
in a press release from“? and repeated in a lecture to the "Association for 
Legal and Political Science Training" in Cologne that one could not 
"consciously" drive towards a "catastrophe".* 

In December 1929, the parliamentary adoption of the Young Plan and 
the break-up of the Grand Coalition had become competing goals. On the 
one hand, the required fundamental change of course in domestic policy did 
not seem feasible with the Social Democrats; on the other hand, their 
approval of the new reparations plan was also indispensable because it 
meant that the right-wing coalition "standing by behind the scenes" 
remained, if not completely free of responsibility, then at least only partially 
burdened with it.** The solution to this problem was very simple: once the 
Young Plan had been adopted with the help of social democracy, the 
deliberate break-up of the coalition and the elimination of the SPD, which 
had now become dispensable, could be tackled. Duisberg's statements to the 
RDI's managing directors' conference on December 2,* and the members' 
meeting on December 12, 1929 were already entirely in line with this 
strategy.*° Werner von Alvensleben, General von Schleicher's confidant and 
the dominant intriguing figure of the presidential regime, had already been 
able to personally explain to’ Duisberg in November 1929 that the end of 
the coalition was being prepared. Confirming the conversation, Alvensleben 
wrote: "I cannot see a parliamentary solution to the difficulties and am 
convinced that we will soon have to govern with § 48. The 
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Mr. Rp. [Reich President] will never entrust the Social Democrats with this 
task. The working group of the center is coming."*® Duisberg initially 
provided 20,000 RM to support this collective movement, which was 
handed over to Alvensleben by the management of the RDI.® With these 
funds, Alvensleben promised to isolate Hugenberg within the DNVP in 
such a way that the party would eventually refuse to "follow" him and 
become capable of cooperating with the bourgeois center.’ 

However, the actual starting point for the attempts at political 
intervention by big business was the Reichstag faction of the DVP.°! The 
attempts to detach the German People's Party from the alliance with the 
Social Democrats and to bring it onto a "different line" were carried out in 
particular via the deputy Erich von Gilsa, who also acted as the political 
representative of the GHH Group in the DVP.’ Various confidential 
meetings were held in January and February 1930, at which the DVP's 
change of course was prepared internally in consultation with industry.’ 
The final crisis roadmap with the stages: Young Plan ratification, break 
with the Social Democrats and finally coalition negotiations with Brüning, 
Treviranus and Schiele, was revealed by the DVP parliamentary group 
leader, Scholz, on February 4, 1930: As von Gilsa knew to report to his 
client Paul Reusch, the authoritative circles of the DVP had agreed on the 
following tactical-strategic concept: 


"Once the Young Plan has been completed, internal political matters should be put 
in order as quickly as possible. Here, Scholz is fully in line with the position I 
have often expressed to you. He intends to make a request to the Cabinet in an ul- 
timative form to make statutory commitments to financial and tax reform. Scholz 
told us confidentially that he deliberately wanted to work towards a break with the 
Social Democrats. He has already made contact with Schiele, Treviranus and 
Brüning with a view to this break. 

The danger that, despite such an approach, there will be no break with social 
democracy. . . lies in the fact that Moldenhauer is still holding on to the idea of 
only restructuring in 1930 and not cutting taxes until 1931. . . It is quite possible 
that the Social Democrats, after some shouting, will agree to this plan ... For this 
reason ... ... we are calling for a tangible tax reduction to begin as early as 1930.">4 


The executive member of the RDI presidium, Privy Councillor Kastl, 
was not in unreserved agreement with this confrontational course, which 
Silverberg was now also advocating, but had little basis for his dissenting 
view. At the height of the crisis surrounding Hilferding's financial program, 
Kastl had specified the position of the leading associations vis-a-vis the 
DVP parliamentary group to the effect that this was what mattered, 
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"to continue the People's Party's policy of rejection of the government's 
program for as long as possible, but not to take it so far as not to support the 
Social Democrats in their obvious efforts to escape responsibility for the 
Young Plan and the reform program."5 Von Gilsa argued, not without 
justification, that Kastl's call to maintain the coalition was not merely 
tactical.°° When asked by Reusch,°’ who had already welcomed a rejection 
of the compromise policy by the DVP in December, Kastl defended himself 
skillfully, but°® could not prevent his increasing isolation. Targeted press 
reports about Kastl's imminent departure from the leadership of the 
Reichsverband showed” how controversial his position had now become. 
The ongoing tensions culminated in an open controversy at the RDI board 
meeting on January 16, 1930: The starting point of a heated discussion 
between Kastl and Reichert (VDEStI) was their differing interpretations of 
the role of the bourgeois parties in the "mismanagement" since 1924/25. 
Kastl strongly disagreed with Reichert's thesis that the Social Democrats 
alone were to blame and that political consequences had to be drawn from 
this today. 

In February and March 1930, Kastl attempted to maintain a unifying 
bond between the coalition through a junction between tax reform and the 
Young Plan,°! but as far as can be seen, this effort only met with a positive 
response from Schäfer (BVP). The outright rejection of the government's 
tax and finance program on March 7, 1930 by the leading associations? 
confirmed the weakness of the industrial circles that were striving for 
balance.“ This declaration, which incidentally coincided with Schacht's 
demonstrative resignation from the presidency of the Reichsbank,® had a 
coalition government without Social Democrats in mind as its final political 
consequence. Reich Economics and Finance Minister Moldenhauer 
reacted with dismay to the RDI's rejection of his program and, embittered 
by the disavowal by big business, announced his resignation.°’ This time, 
Kastl had not been able to assert his policy in the RDI and, allegedly on 
"vacation", behaved with demonstrative passivity, at least outwardly. In 
contrast, the hard line taken by RDI Managing Director Jacob Herle 
corresponded to a broad consensus in the industrial camp. Silverberg also 
expressly confirmed that he was "in full agreement"®’ with Herle's approach 
in connection with the RDI declaration of 7 March 1930 against the Grand 
Coalition's programme and that he had to criticize any "weakening".”° 

With the adoption of the Young Plan by the Reichstag on March 11, 
1930, the brace that had held the Grand Coalition together was finally 
broken. The Social Democrats, who had now become dispensable 
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There was no longer a grace period for democracy, even though Scholz 
once again performed a tactical turnaround at the Mannheim party 
conference of the DVP (March 20-22) by describing a government against 
or without the SPD as hardly possible in the long term.’! Just one week 
later, the Müller cabinet fell over differences of opinion regarding the 
financing of unemployment insurance.” 

In retrospect, the break-up of the Grand Coalition on March 27, 1930 
was a fundamental political turning point. However, as will be shown, in 
the immediate context of contemporary history it did not mean the 
irrevocable end of parliamentary democracy in Germany.’ 


3. Presidential system and personnel alternatives 


With the conservative turn towards an authoritarian state and an executive 
branch largely replaced by the parliament, the office of Reich President 
acquired a key political position.” The holder of the office, General Field 
Marshal von Hindenburg, had already indicated to a delegation from the 
Reich Association of German Industry in the year of his election in 1925 
that he would certainly support a "stronger application of Article 48 on the 
basis of an Enabling Act" in view of the "emergency of the times".’> The 
stabilization phase of the republic only meant a postponement of these 
plans, because just one week after "Black Friday" on the New York Stock 
Exchange in October 1929, Martin Blank, the political representative of the 
GHH in Berlin, was able to report that in view of "the progressive 
deterioration of the situation 

. of course there was also talk of a 'Hindenburg cabinet' with an 
empowerment law". Admittedly, according to Blank, this plan appeared "at 
first glance . . . not so topical", but it would "probably require a further 
escalation of the situation before this question becomes acute".’® 

The system of presidential governments in 1930-33 assigned a key role 

to the Reichswehr as the guarantor of a government that was only 
imperfectly legitimized by parliament” , which its political head, General 
Kurt von Schleicher, knew how to use extremely skilfully. His scope for 
action grew almost automatically with the application of Article 48 of the 
German Constitution and a government that was detached from the 
parliamentary base and supported only by the confidence of the Reich 
President.’ However, as the constitution did not cover the political integrity 
of the Reichswehr, intrigue was, as it were, a predetermined method. This 
was already evident when Her- mann Müller was overthrown: Schleicher's 
aide, Noeldechen, had called for the replacement of the Grand Coalition and 
the replacement of the Reichstag in an internal study. 
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by a Hindenburg cabinet under Brüning”? as Reich Chancellor "with the 
task of forming a government of personalities who are prepared to carry out 
the economic and financial restructuring regardless of parties and states®" " 
without consulting the parliamentary groups and without any coalition ties, 
was already precisely outlined in January 1930.8! The Reichswehr 
leadership assumed that the "entire Green Front" as well as "industrial, 
banking and commercial circles would back this government."*? 

In Heinrich Brüning, Schleicher had found the person who was prepared 
to put the re-establishment of an authoritarian state and a government 
largely independent of parliament into political practice. In terms of his 
self-image, Briining never got beyond the awareness that he was running 
his office on behalf of the President of the Reich® and was committed to 
the mission entrusted to him. This is also the key to understanding his 
posthumously published memoirs,84 which are basically a belated 
vindication of the conservative-aristocratic ruling class that appointed 
Brüning and, as he subjectively and rightly felt, undeservedly dropped him 
shortly before reaching his goal. The outward independence of Briining's 
policy in 1930/31 does not contradict these framework conditions: 
Brüning's scope for action only encompassed the methods and tactics of re- 
stabilization policy; however, this Reich Chancellor certainly did not have 
the authority to issue directives laid down in the constitution.®> 

While Brüning's ideas were aimed at establishing a constitutional 
monarchy,®° the former Reich Chancellor Hans Luther, who was 
particularly supported by industry, advocated a not dissimilar, but rather 
diffuse concept of an authoritarian-elitist system."*’ The "Bund zur 
Erneuerung des Reiches" (BER), founded in 1927/28,"®® also called the 
"Luther-Bund", had the task of preparing the "Reichsreform" and, above all, 
of establishing Luther as a candidate for a future right-wing coalition.®? Paul 
Reusch's attempts to make Luther the party leader of the DVP in succession 
to Stresemann were unsuccessful in December 1929, but the takeover of 
the Reichsbank leadership in March 1930 created a platform from which to 
return to government responsibility. Luther told his journalist friend Dr. 
Walter Jänecke?! on 9 March 1930 that the time had not yet come for a 
"fighting cabinet" under his leadership, because "Briining was pushing for 
government, only when he was finished would the way be clear." The office 
of Reichsbank President gave him, Luther, the position of a "financial 
advisor" to the cabinet, whereby he saw himself as a "political confidant of 
the economy".” In fact, numerous personalities from banking and industrial 
circles, including Paul Reusch, Gustav Krupp and J. 
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Goldschmidt, approved of Luther's ambitious goals and encouraged him to 
take over the leadership of the Reichsbank.” 

The relationship between Briining and Luther during the years 1930 to 
1932 was characterized by a subtle rivalry, at least until the banking crisis 
in the summer of 1931.4 Luther, as the politician in "reserve", was ready to 
take over from a failing Briining without really being able to offer 
alternative concepts in the economic or political sphere.95 The factual 
difference consisted essentially in the fact that Luther also wanted to govern 
outwardly against parliament and the Social Democrats, but recognized that 
Brüning first had to carry out necessary unpopular preparatory work.” 

This Brüning-Luther concept of pragmatic, gradual restoration was 
contrasted with the radical solution of the "National Opposition", which 
rejected any compromise. While Hugenberg's version of the intransigent 
opposition met with widespread incomprehension from industry, 
particularly due to its one-sided agrarian orientation” , a "catastrophe 
policy" as understood by Hjalmar Schacht?’ was increasingly applauded. 
Since his Harzburg speech in the fall of 1931, Schacht had embodied the 
fascist solution to the crisis for big business and in the spring of 1932 he 
acted as an important intermediary in the rapprochement with National 
Socialism.” Rather than Brüning and Hitler, Luther and Schacht formed the 
actual poles of industry's political orientation between the authoritarian- 
elitist and Bonapartist-fascist systems. 

In 1929/30, the opponents of the republic did not have a restoration 
concept that was consistent in terms of method and objective. Nevertheless, 
there was a widespread consensus in the right-wing conservative camp that 
the main fault of German development since 1918 lay in the parliamentary- 
democratic system itself and in particular in the political co-responsibility 
of social democracy and the trade unions. 
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IV. Political offensive and civic rally in the summer 
of 1930 


1. "Into politics" 


Big business, which was not uninvolved in the crisis and dissolution of the 
Weimar coalition, responded to the increasingly turbulent political 
landscape in the early summer of 1930 with a well-coordinated offensive 
strategy. Behind the now repeatedly propagated slogan "Politics is 
destiny",! understood as the antithesis to Rathenau's phrase "Economy is 
destiny",* stood the barely concealed political leadership claim of the 
business community, which the managing director of the Langnam 
Association, Max Schlenker, specified as follows: 


"We are convinced that things can only get back on track, that the economy and 
the state can only function and work in an orderly manner again, if the German 
entrepreneur ... now also steps into the breach politically and secures his rightful 
place at the helm of the state."? 


At the end of January 1930, Paul Reusch had already called for the 
"unfortunate fragmentation" of the bourgeois forces to be "fought with all 
our might", as "the German people will be lost with us" if "we cannot 
finally put the necessary weight of internal political clout behind the 
representation of our economic policy interests".* Referring to old plans 
from 1923° , Reusch demanded the consistent political instrumentalization 
of the DIHT, which, due to its specific organizational structure, was called 
upon before all other industrial associations to give the demands of the 
economy vis-a-vis the state the necessary impetus.® 

The public signal’ for the political offensive of the business community 
was given at the 58th general meeting of the Langnam Association on April 
4, 1930: Springorum, Schlenker and Silverberg called for active 
involvement in the political decision-making process. While the new 
chairman of the Langnam Association, F. Springorum, emphasized the need 
for united action by industrial associations and the personalities delegated 
to parliament by the business community,® Schlenker suggested assigning a 
"political director" to the large companies, "whose task would be to prevent, 
as far as possible, that politics could once again destroy everything in one 
fell swoop". 
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what was achieved through a tough struggle and the use of all technical and 
commercial skills".° Silverberg, who concluded the list of speakers, drew 
attention to the "unresolved" Prussian problem. The "overstretching of 
democracy", which also manifested itself in the form of an overly 
particularistic imperial structure, called for an "organizational change", 
namely, Silverberg continued, "that the foundations of our statehood, the 
constitution, the organization of the state as a whole must be addressed".!° 
The political background to this approach was obvious: as long as a Social 
Democratic-led government was in office in Prussia, the legislative and 
executive branches of the Reich were not autonomous to the desired extent 
and independent of the "rent and distribution Marxism" of social democratic 
provenance, even after the fall of the Grand Coalition.!! As decisive 
parliamentary changes did not seem possible in Prussia, the only way out 
was "constitutional reform", as also sought by the "Bund zur Erneuerung 
des Reiches" (BER).!? 

After preliminary discussions in the DIHT and Langnam-Verein, the 
Reich Federation took up the topic of "Economy and Politics" at the main 
committee meeting on May 23, 1930.'3 In a programmatic statement, the 
president of the RDI, Duisberg, justified the increasing political activity of 
industry with the fact that since the "revolution" of 1918, the "final decision 
in economic matters" had been placed in the "hands of the masses", whereas 
before the revolution "a well-trained and knowledgeable civil service 
sought to solve the tasks of the state from the point of view of the common 
good". In modern democracy, the level of "objectivity" had been abandoned 
and exchanged for that of "politics". From this follows the inevitable 
necessity that "the economy intervenes actively in politics with all the 
means at its disposal and thus progresses from the sphere of warnings and 
admonitions to self-help and active action 
... It is important to fight in active political work for the implementation and 
consideration of economic necessities in political decisions."!* 

Following on from the "spirited initiative" of the Langsam-Verein and 
its "Heroldsruf' of April 4, 1930'° , Duisberg called on industrial 
entrepreneurs to "secure a reliable cross-connection" in politics much more 
than before. In this respect, Duisberg agreed with the Langnam Association, 
but clearly refused to "directly" involve the Reichsverband or any other 
leading organization or to politicize it in the way that Paul Reusch had 
demanded for the DIHT.'® The "cross-connection" between business and 
politics could not be created at the level of the Reichsverband, but any 
personality who was active in the business world could be involved. 
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If a company bears responsibility, it must seek active political influence itself, 
i.e. to seek a mandate in the municipal council, district council, provincial 
committee, Landtag or Reichstag. This was the only way that "economic 
matters could be significantly influenced by economic experts in politics".!’ 
Even though Duisberg believed that the root of the problem lay primarily in 
"modern democracy", his call for increased personal involvement "within 
the framework of our present state constitution" did not clearly advocate 
overcoming the system of the unpopular republic. 

The President of the VDA, Borsig, emphasized that, in addition to 
Duisberg's proposals, it was necessary to seek a way "in which we can gain 
contact with the politicians of all the bourgeois parties in such a way that 
they not only accept the wishes of the associations without taking a position 
of their own, but are forced to explain the concerns they and their 
parliamentary groups have, so that we also have the opportunity to dispel 
them or to seek a way of finding a tolerable compromise together with the 
politicians of the various parliamentary groups."!® As a solution model, 
Borsig had in mind the establishment of an "inter-factional committee for 
economic and social policy issues" at the RDI and the VDA.!° In the work 
of this "parliamentary committee", whose members were to be elected by 
the business associations(!), a "clear distinction" between economic and 
social policy issues on the one hand and party-political questions and 
arguments on the other had to be made in the interests of "appropriate" 
decisions. This is not about theoretical discussions, but about finding 
"practical solutions" that shape the parliament's decision. Here, it depends 
on the skill of personalities from the industry to influence MPs in line with 
their ideas. Borsig even considered it possible to ensure that the MPs who 
are elected to this committee "feel a moral obligation to attend all 
meetings", whereby those who stay away from the meetings should be 
made "emphatically aware" that "in future they will no longer exist as 
business representatives for the umbrella organizations". It is then also 
conceivable that the parties themselves could develop the "liveliest interest" 
in being represented on this committee.”° 

Silverberg, who took the floor in conclusion, countered Borsig by saying 
that the idea of such a firmly institutionalized and tightly managed lobby 
organization was out of touch with political reality.’ If business really 
wanted to gain political influence, there was no alternative but to "get 
personally involved in party politics". The "politicization" of the RDI does 
not offer a solution either: "The fact that our associations must remain 
objective is a matter of existence for them: we are objective 
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or we are not at all." It was clear to all those gathered that the "objectivity" 
meant here was reduced to avoiding a firm political option for a particular 
party in the bourgeois camp from the association's side as far as possible. 

In contrast to Duisberg, however, for Silverberg it was not the parties 
that offered the actual starting point for "getting involved in politics", but 
rather the executive, "where we can have an infinite impact". Even if 
participation in party work remains necessary, it is above all important to 
"penetrate the small committees of self-administration and other 
administrative bodies and to use our corrective voice and our corrective 
hand with all our energy and ruthlessness."?? Silverberg received 
confirmation of this approach from the mining section of the RDI, which 
agreed with him: 


"The only way to tackle the problem practically is the method of 'going into 
politics’, and especially where one can exert influence in the immediate district. 
The democratization of our party system is so firm that only those who work 
practically at the front have influence in the end. Our industrialists fall into the 
great mistake of believing that by writing checks for political funds and for 
elections and by criticizing parliamentary acts they are doing the political work 
that can be expected of them."”? 


On the other hand, the vote of the Mining Section underlines the fact 
that the strategies for a political offensive by large-scale industry discussed 
at a higher Reich association level in the spring of 1930 were based on the 
existence of a parliamentary system that was still functioning. However, 
this pragmatism was ambivalent: it was not in contradiction to addressing 
more far-reaching constitutional policy objectives that tended to overcome 
the Weimar Compromise.”* 

From this perspective, a clear spectrum emerged, ranging from the RDI 
to the Langnam Association and the "Association of Saxon Industrialists" 
(VSI). While the leadership of the Reichsverband regarded the "framework 
of our current state constitution" as binding for its operations,*> the heavy 
industry-dominated Langnam-Verein called for a far-reaching constitutional 
revision?° which, of course, was not precisely defined in detail. As a 
representative of a predominantly medium-sized industrial sector, the 
chairman of the VSI, Wittke, advocated the most radical line:?’ His much- 
cited remarks at the RDI's general meeting in Berlin on December 12, 1929, 
even if they lacked binding representativeness, shed light on the entire 
scene: 


"If Parliament is not up to its task, if it cannot master it, then there will be no other 
option but to resort once again, as was the case in 1923/24, to the field of 
regulations, which, incidentally, is a perfectly permissible, constitutional matter. 
One must 
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try to create the situation through regulations that the lack of legislation cannot 
create. - I am by no means isolated when I say that an enabling act may be the 
only help that will lead us out of this misery."?® 


The major political alternatives were thus already outlined at the 
beginning of the national and economic crisis in Germany. 


2. The reorganization of the RDI 


The political offensive strategy of big industry was accompanied by 
personnel and organizational changes within the Reichsverband's 
management bodies. With the creation of a "Narrower Presidium" in May 
1930, the association's apparatus underwent an energetic streamlining, 
which was intended to optimize cooperation between management and the 
Presidium and increase the RDI's external clout.?? 

The bodies responsible for forming the RDI's will and making decisions 
essentially corresponded to a pyramid-shaped structure.30 At the base was 
the general meeting, which was usually convened annually and had to give 
discharge to the board. These meetings, which were attended by an average 
of 2000-30007! entrepreneurs, primarily had an accla- mation function and 
served as a "public demonstration".** The main committee (HAS) was more 
important and consisted of only 200 members. In accordance with the 
structure of the Reichsverband, the HAS was made up of 140 
representatives from the trade groups and 30 from the regional associations, 
as well as 15 representatives from individual companies and 15 other 
individuals. The main committee appointed the 105-member board, which, 
according to the statutes, supervised the management of business and 
elected the presidium from among its members, which consisted of 36 
people. The Presidium of the Reichsverband, "an illustrious assembly of the 
best-known minds in the industry", had de facto decision-making 
authority in all matters of fundamental importance, insofar as they required 
the official approval of the RDI bodies. In addition, the presidential 
members were able to exert their predominant influence in the presidential 
and board advisory councils as well as the special committees, the "elastic 
organizational moment" in the structure of the RDI, in which they usually 
held key positions. 

The new formation of a "Narrower Presidium"*> decided at the main 
committee meeting on 23 May 1930 involved more than a mere 
reorganization of the top management of the RDI. The primary aim? was 
initially to improve the conditions for cooperation within the 
Reichsverband, 
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i.e. between the voluntary association management and the bureaucracy, 
which tends to become independent?’ . To this end, the president was now 
assigned five deputy chairmen instead of the previous two, who had 
precisely defined areas of responsibility.°® The decisive decision-making 
authority of the "Engeres Präsidium" was emphasized in a written 
explanation of the tasks and functions of the new body: According to this, 
the members of the "Enlarged Presidium" were required to "assist the 
Chairman, the Executive Member of the Presidium and the Managing 
Director in word and deed at all times and also support them in matters of 
representation". For its part, the management was obliged to consult the 
deputy chairmen of the RDI on "all important and significant matters 
concerning the Reichsverband ... and also to attend meetings in the 
ministries and consultations of the umbrella organizations."*? 

The "Narrow Presidium", whose special role vis-a-vis the Presidium, 
Executive Board and Main Committee, which was not covered by the 
statutes, was always officially denied, henceforth took the most important 
decisions within the RDI and made the decisive preliminary agreements on 
the association's policy. Outwardly, the top-down nature of the opinion- 
forming process was also made clear by the fact that the "Narrower 
Presidium" usually met half an hour before the meeting of the full 
Presidium?! and the Presidium meetings themselves, usually held in the 
morning, preceded the meetings of the Executive Board, which took place 
in the afternoon, each with the same agenda. 

The personnel policy decisions in the spring of 1930 were programmatic 
in nature: the composition of the "Engeres Präsidium" ("Narrow 
Presidium") manifested a moderate course, which could also be understood 
as a deliberate demarcation from the radical camp within heavy industry. 
While the German nationalist Friedrich Springorum replaced the more 
moderate Paul Reusch as chairman of the Langnam Association,** the Ruhr 
industry did not find a place in the new leadership of the RDI 
commensurate with its economic or political weight. As the only 
representative of the "West", if this categorization is even possible in this 
context, Paul Silverberg moved up to the "Narrow Presidium". Personal 
alternatives from heavy industry had been ruled out from the outset in 
consultation with the Executive Member of the Executive Committee, 
Kastl, through a sham candidacy by Paul Reusch.*? The other deputy 
chairmen Frowein, Kraemer and Müller-Oerlinghausen** belonged to the 
manufacturing industry (textiles and paper) and represented a realpolitik 
compromise course.* The political significance of the composition of the 
new RDI leadership was therefore unmistakable: the "Narrow Presidium" 
included those 
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industrialists who actively advocated the "recognition of the present form of 
government" proclaimed by Silverberg in 1926. Under the leadership of 
Duisberg and Kastl, the reform-oriented entrepreneurial wing, which was 
willing to compromise, had thus created an effective platform in the top 
committee of the RDI, from which a catastrophic policy, as pursued by 
parts of the middle class and heavy industrial entrepreneurship, could be 
effectively countered.* 

Within the Reichsverband, the leaders of the opposition were not only 
ignored when appointments were made to the "Engeres Präsidium", but 
were also removed from other bodies. While Ernst Brandi, in his capacity 
as chairman of the "Verein fiir Bergbauliche Interessen" (Association for 
Mining Interests), was granted a compensatory seat on the Presidium, Fritz 
Thyssen, Ernst Poensgen and Gustav Krupp were "promoted" to the 
Senate*’ Since the Senate, which otherwise only included the industrialists 
v. Siemens, Fischer and Rosenthal, was simultaneously deprived of any 
function at presidential level with the withdrawal of the previously 
guaranteed right to vote,*® election to this body was tantamount to being 
'cold' in active association politics. The only open opposition to this 
regrouping in the Reichsverband came from Clemens Lammers,“ who was 
apparently backed by circles around Hermann Bücher and Gustav Krupp. 
Thyssen had previously telegraphed from Vienna to obtain a postponement 
of the elections on May 23.°° After their objection was unsuccessful, 
Lammers and Biicher demonstratively resigned their membership of the 
most important special committee, the Presidential and Executive Board 
Advisory Council for General Economic Policy. The latent tensions 
between the Reichsverband and Western industry were already leading to a 
clearly discernible polarization. 

The attempt to create a firm bond between the industrial wings in the fall 
of 1931 following Duisberg's age-related resignation by electing Krupp as 
the new president of the RDI was problematic from the outset. The 
substantial divergences could not be fundamentally resolved, so that the 
dispute was carried into the association's leadership itself. The conflict 
within the bureaucracy of the RDI between the managing member of the 
presidium Ludwig Kastl for manufacturing industry on the one hand and the 
managing director Jacob Herle for heavy industry on the other, which had 
already begun earlier but came to the fore particularly after Krupp took 
office, was a particular burden for the integrative power of the 
Reichsverband, but could not seriously jeopardize the position of the RDI 
as the overall industrial umbrella organization. 
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3. Civic collection, trade unions and grand coalition 


The actions of industry as part of its new offensive concept in the spring of 
1930 initially focused on reshaping the bourgeois parties and uniting them 
in a "working community of the center".°! Based entirely on the pragmatic 
approach of "going into politics", the aim was to fill the vacuum created 
after the break-up of the Grand Coalition and to secure the conservative- 
authoritarian turnaround politically in the long term. However, after some 
spectacular initial successes, including the split of the Tre viranus group 
from the DNVP, the reorientation of the DVP under Scholz and, last but not 
least, the fall of the Müller government, the attempt at a "civic rally"? that 
began in December 1929 soon came to a standstill. The strategic and 
tactical divergences in the bourgeois camp meant that the attempts to "unite 
the non-Marxist bourgeoisie into a common front",°? pursued with all their 
energy by Paul Reusch in particular,** failed to achieve the hoped-for 
success. Initial euphoria was followed by disillusionment and helplessness. 
Although the elimination of the Social Democrats, the supposed obstacle to 
a policy oriented towards industrial interests, had been successful, an 
acceptable alternative in the sense of a working Reichstag majority no 
longer seemed to be achievable by May 1930.55 Basically, there were only 
two options: either the economy swung fully into line with the strategy of a 
government independent of parliament on the basis of an emergency 
dictatorship, which was being promoted in particular by the right wing of 
heavy industry (Thyssen, Sprin- gorum, Vögler), or the certainly bitter 
attempt to revive a grand coalition remained. 

In the early days of the Brüning government, the "Central Association of 
German Banks and Bankers" (Bernstein) had already made it clear to 
Western industry that a premature dissolution of the German Reich had to 
be avoided "at all costs" and that anti-parliamentary government leadership 
could not be approved, particularly in view of the American dollar 
loans.°° As a consequence of this context, the moderate forces of industry 
formed after the temporary failure of the "Civil Rally" and sought new ways 
of finding a parliamentary solution to the crisis. As the political 
representative of the GHH, von Gilsa, reported with regret, "unfortunately, 
one hears the word of a coming grand coalition all too often again. It is 
remarkable, continued von Gilsa, "that one of the most prominent business 
leaders in the industrial district is said to have openly stated at a meeting 
that the necessary financial, tax and economic policy measures could only 
be implemented with the support of the Social Democrats."°’? Apparently 
Silverberg was referring to 
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who had been the main advocate of this idea since 1926, the famous 
Dresden speech.°® 

These considerations, which were also confirmed by others,” found 
their concrete starting point in the contacts between the leading industry 
associations and the trade unions that were established in May/June 1930.°° 
Following on from the central working group idea of 1918, on the initiative 
of Hans von Raumer®! a commission of the RDI and the VDA, together 
with the trade unions, endeavored to draw up a declaration of principles on 
the principles of future financial, economic and social policy. Industry had 
previously coordinated its concept with Reich Chancellor Briining and 
Reich Labour Minister Stegerwald in a separate meeting® and pursued the 
idea of having the agreement to be reached with the trade unions announced 
by the Reich President in an emphatically demonstrative form as a 
"Whitsun message". 

The real explosiveness of these negotiations lay in the fact that they 
were implicitly linked to the return of the Social Democrats to government 
responsibility. However, this line, represented in particular by the 
"Narrower Presidium" of the Reichsverband, met with clear resistance in 
the Presidium and Executive Committee of the RDI and VDA, as became 
apparent during the meetings of June 3, 1930.65 While Kastl, Müller- 
Oerling- hausen, Frowein and von Raumer were in favor of continuing talks 
with the trade unions on the basis of the previous negotiations and 
advocated an early joint step towards the Reich President, Borsig, Braun, 
Blohm, Thyssen and Wittke opposed an agreement with the employee 
representatives. Bücher and Vögler avoided taking a clear stance, but 
tended towards restraint. This was roughly the same spectrum that had 
already become clear in connection with the Dresden speech of 1926.66 This 
time, however, it was Silverberg who intervened as a mediator and was able 
to superficially bridge the rifts that had broken out in the industrial camp 
with his compromise proposal to continue the negotiations, but at the same 
time to specify and confirm the preconditions. 

After revising the draft resolution (whereby Borsig was unable to get 
through with its demand to include the abolition of the binding nature of 
arbitration awards in the text)? , renewed negotiations with the trade unions 
took place on June 6 and 13, which took place in a "good atmosphere".6® 
Although the "revised" proposal from the employers' side prevented the 
creation of a jointly approved basic program, the threads were not broken 
and the basis for further cooperation remained intact. At the presidential 
and executive board meeting of the RDI and VDA that followed these 
negotiations on June 13, 1930% , Borsig, Thyssen and 
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Blohm regretted the failure of a joint resolution with the trade unions, while 
Frowein and von Raumer strongly deplored the employers' decision on June 
3 not to come to an immediate agreement with the representatives of the 
ADGB.” Nevertheless, the joint press communiqué from the meetings on 
June 13, according to which the trade unions and employers had come to 
the conclusion "that further discussions on individual practical issues could 
lead to an agreement on positive measures and to useful results for our 
people"”! passed the meeting without objection. This meant that, at least in 
principle, nothing stood in the way of continuing the negotiations. 

The presidential meeting itself ended in an open controversy between 
the executive member of the RDI presidium, Kastl, and the chairman of the 
VSI, Wittke, who had already used the RDI's general meeting on December 
12, 1929, as an opportunity to publicly call for the establishment of a 
dictatorship from this stage.’ Wittke rejected Kastl's proposals for 
balancing the Reich budget outright on the grounds that it was not the RDI's 
job to worry about difficulties in the Reichstag. Kastl, who was well aware 
of the underlying demand for a ‘catastrophe policy' that excluded the 
Reichstag, countered with unusual sharpness: 


"It is not enough for me to keep shouting and screaming: spending must be 
reduced. Of course it is right that spending must be reduced. But I also have to 
leave the church in the village ... And I guarantee you, Mr. Wittke, if you were to 
be elevated to the chair of dictator of the German Reich today and you were faced 
with the question of balancing the budget, you would not be in a position to cut 
more than 100 million with immediate effect from the current budget without 
causing the whole story to collapse into the ground. 

I wish the example could be set for once. I would like to see whoever comes to 
this place. It is quite impossible. I expressly said earlier that if you weigh up the 
parliamentary possibilities, you get to around 100 million. If I look at it from the 
dictatorship's point of view, it will be temporarily cheaper at around 300 million. 
But I guarantee you that after 6 months you will suddenly see no possibility of 
doing things differently."7° 


By the end of the debate, it had become unmistakably clear what the 
negotiations with the trade unions were actually about: the concepts of a 
parliamentary-democratic solution to the crisis aimed at compromise 
between the social partners and a dictatorial solution aimed at confrontation 
and class struggle. The leadership of the Reichsverband, the "Narrower 
Presidium", unanimously supported the attempt and the efforts of its 
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The aim was to give the Brüning government a stable parliamentary basis, 
not least by including the SPD in government responsibility. As the meeting 
on June 13 had shown, this was no longer the case for the Presidium as a 
whole; within the management of the Reichsverband, too, an opposition to 
the course of agreement emerged, which rallied around the long-standing 
Managing Director Jacob Herle. 

Herle had already attempted to undermine cooperation with trade unions 
and social democracy in mid-May. In a question addressed to leading 
members of the RDI, Herle took up the issue of advertising in SPD- 
affiliated or trade union papers at” and, also referring to an article by 
Sydow in the "Employer"”> , called for a "clear and unambiguous answer to 
the question of whether German industry should and may raise its own 
butchers".’° As Herle had to admit in a circular letter dated June 18, 1930,77 
i.e. at the time of the intensive negotiations between industry and trade 
unions, only some of the Reichsverband members surveyed were able to 
decide on a central boycott campaign, while the vast majority had pointed 
out the impracticality of such an approach. One reformist argument appears 
to be of particular interest here, which apparently stems from Silverberg's 
train of thought: "If Social Democratic papers have regular income from 
industrial advertisements, they are henceforth directly interested in the 
prosperity of industry, which could have certain effects that the 
Reichsverband should not unnecessarily disrupt by taking up a fighting 
position." The campaign against advertising did not take place, partly 
because it was recognized that such an attempt would "undoubtedly do 
more harm than good politically".”® 

In mid-June 1930, at any rate, it did indeed seem as if developments, 
prepared by the negotiations between industry and trade unions, were 
moving back towards the Grand Coalition. This is also confirmed by a 
report by Blank (GHH) dated June 19, 1930, which states: 


"I have just received the news from a trustworthy source [apparently referring to 
Reich Minister Treviranus] that political developments in Germany are again 
moving towards the Grand Coalition ... It even seems to be believed that it is 
possible to overcome the present undoubted resistance of the Reich President to 
the reinstatement of the Social Democrats in the Reich government. Should this 
development actually take place, it would be an extraordinarily great success for 
the Social Democrats, who would be able to claim that the Briining cabinet had 
provided proof that 'without the Social Democrats it would not work". 


In a postscript, Blank was able to report that a meeting between Briining, 
Müller-Franken and Breitscheid had taken place on the evening of June 19, 
during which the following possibility was discussed: 
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"The Social Democrats will keep the government alive and, if necessary, 
agree to an Enabling Act if they can send two representatives to the Reich 
government."? 

The resignation of Reich Finance Minister Moldenhauer on June 20 
revealed the dilemma of the bourgeois parties even more clearly, so that 
Silverberg finally dared to make the decisive move at the presidential 
meeting of the RDI on June 25 and, in an obvious departure from the line 
he had pursued in December 1929, now called for the resumption of the 
Grand Coalition without any form of clarification: 


"From a political point of view, the most regrettable event in my opinion is that 
we have released the Social Democrats from responsibility for the 
mismanagement by overthrowing Hilferding (agreement), not because I would 
have expected Hilferding, who is in himself a very sensible and intelligent man, . . 
to have brought about an order in the budget. But he was the exponent of the 
overall responsibility of a third of Parliament, of 152 deputies 

... But I don't know whether it will be possible to make the Social Democrats take 
responsibility, but I will say for myself that, in my opinion, all prestige politics, 
including in our circle, must be set aside. (Very true!) If the Social Democrats 
were once again included in the government and shouted triumphantly: once again 
we can't do without us, then I would calmly accept this cry of triumph and would 
burden them with the responsibility for the things that must come, because, 
gentlemen, they will not be able to go any other way than the way that economic 
policy and financial policy have dictated to them for the whole world in a tradition 
of 100 years. . ."®! 


Silverberg thus deliberately drew on the concept developed in Dresden 
in 1926: however, this required a limited willingness to compromise on 
social policy. In agreement with Kastl, Silverberg thus firmly rejected any 
‘catastrophe policy' within the RDI** and demanded a free hand from the 
board and presidium to be able to come forward with constructive proposals 
to the government at the appropriate moment to balance the budget. In the 
face of resistance from Bücher and Wittke (VSI)® , Silverberg went so far 
as to agree to an increase(!) in income and sales tax in order to avert the 
dreaded "dette allemande" and thus the failure of the Young plan.** 
Silverberg had thus visibly moved away from the uncompromising line of 
the RDI's December program, as formulated in the memorandum "Rise or 
Fall",8> . The demand for a Schacht "finance directorate", which he himself 
had advocated at the time, now only represented the "ultima ratio" of the 
rejected "catastrophe policy",®° to which a new Grand Coalition was to be 
preferred in any case. 

Despite clearly recognizable contradictions, the open-minded business 
wing managed to defend its position in the meetings of 25. 6.1930. 
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and to provide the "Narrow Presidium" with the necessary room for 
maneuver for the discussions with the trade unions, the Social Democrats 
and the government. In view of this fundamental decision, the 
"clarification" issued by the Reichsverband in a press release on June 26, 
1930 on the course of talks with the trade unions to date did not signal a 
break in the cooperation that had begun,?’ but was rather an attempt to 
further improve the negotiating position of the employers' representatives 
and at the same time to keep the backs of the proponents of a policy of 
reconciliation with the workforce in the RDI Presidium and Executive 
Board free. 

At the beginning of July 1930, the political situation was thus relatively 
open, offering the chance of a compromise and even the resumption of the 
Grand Coalition. Resistance was clearly noticeable, but in the summer of 
1930 the leadership of the leading association of German business was 
unmistakably committed to the concept of seeking a solution to the 
economic and political problems within the framework of the existing state 
order. 
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V. The Reichstag election on September 14, 1930 


1. The dissolution of the Reichstag on July 18, 1930 


The willingness of large-scale industry to cooperate again with the Social 
Democrats and trade unions, which had become apparent in June 1930, was 
undermined by the policy measures of the incumbent Reich Chancellor 
Brüning. With the outwardly hasty but nevertheless well-calculated 
dissolution of the Reichstag on July 18, Briining set an example that 
actually marked the fateful "turning point"! on the path from a 
parliamentary-democratic to an authoritarian-bureaucratic system. The 
government's efforts were not aimed precisely at finding a viable 
parliamentary majority, as the Reichsverband, among others, wanted to 
make possible through its compromise program,” for the covering bills 
submitted to the Reichstag,’ but rather the Chancellor uncompromisingly 
pursued the "mandate" received from Reich President Hindenburg when he 
took office* not to involve the Social Democrats again in the formation of a 
government under any circumstances. It was not immanent "practical 
constraints", insurmountable social tensions and political "emergency" that 
led to the presidential regime and emergency dictatorship, but Brüning's 
declared intention to® use this method to gradually restore the old 
authoritarian system. 

The fundamental decision of July 18, namely to govern without and 
against the Reichstag, had a direct impact on the relationship between 
industry and politics. For the right wing of the business community, which 
was dominated by heavy industry, Brüning now became an acceptable 
political figure thanks to the unexpected anti-parliamentary turnaround, the 
exceptional nature of which was correctly recognized. The reservations 
against the cabinet's parliamentary ties, as had been asserted by Sprin- 
gorum in particular,’ now proved to be irrefutable. Moreover, Reich 
Minister Treviranus, the "confidant" of Western industry in the Briining 
cabinet,® assured his friend Blank (GHH) that even after the Reichstag 
elections in September, a return to the parliamentary system was out of the 
question: it was his conviction "that the next Reichstag would provide no 
basis at all for a bourgeois majority government and that, as a result, one 
would have to reckon with a continued extra-parliamentary 


Notes on chapter V on p. 231-37 74 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter V. The Reichstag Election of September 
14, 1930 


would have to be governed. It is possible that various dissolution of the 
empire would follow."? 

Springorum now gave his placet for the allocation of election funds to 
the "directions" represented in the Brüning cabinet, but made his support 
dependent not least on the extent to which the government showed 
"determination" to "enact by decree all those measures which had already 
been prepared in parliament and which only lacked the formal act of 
adoption in the third reading."!° On July 24, Blank and Dr. Erdmann (VDA) 
visited General von Schlei- cher, at the time head of the Reichswehr 
Ministry, "to make the case for the thorough application of Article 48, 
insofar as this is still necessary."!! The discussion revealed, as Blank stated 
not without satisfaction, "that the Reichswehr Ministry is definitely in favor 
of the widest possible application of the right to issue ordinances."!? Privy 
Councillor Kastl from the RDI, who had a detailed meeting with Reich 
Chancellor Brüning on the same day, also asked that the "reforms" of the 
social laws be carried out by decree now that the Reichstag had been 
eliminated. "Nothing," said Kastl, "is more urgent in terms of the correct 
application of Article 48 to eliminate the current financial and economic 
emergency than precisely that."'? On the other hand, Kastl expressed strong 
reservations about initiating an anti-trust policy "with official measures"!4 
or working towards a reduction in prices. The socio-political and regulatory 
implications of the emergency decree law were thus clearly geared towards 
the interests of large-scale industry: This was no longer about social 
compromise and an equal distribution of the burden of the crisis, but about 
passing it on to those sections of the population whose political 
representation had largely lost its influence with the elimination of 
parliament. 

Overall, there was widespread agreement in the industrial camp in 
July/August 1930 that the Briining cabinet was the optimal political 
solution at the time. The government formed before the Reichstag was 
dissolved by 
The alternative personnel strategies discussed by anti-parliamentary 
business circles on July 18 to replace Briining with Luther or even 
Schacht,!> had now lost their basis, at least temporarily. In any case, 
Luther's main protector, Paul Reusch, assured that he "had not yet heard any 
voice from business circles that would consider it desirable to replace Mr. 
Brüning with Luther at the present time; however, when - as is likely - this 
government will also have run its course, it will be considered to put Luther 
in the saddle."!° But this also made it clear that the Brüning cabinet was 
only seen as an intermediate stage: In the preparation of the "reforms", as 
they were to be implemented in the "Bund zur 
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Renewal of the Reich"!” , the current government certainly had an 
important transitional function: however, the eventual completion of the 
hoped-for conservative revolution was to be reserved for other forces. 

After July 18 and the end of negotiations with the trade unions and the 
Social Democrats, the dilemma of the fragmented middle parties once again 
came into sharp focus. The intensive efforts of industry to promote the 
rallying policy of a "crisis emergency community of the center"!® and to 
found a "bourgeois unity party" once again proved unsuccessful and failed 
not least due to the conflicting interests within the middle classes. The 
particularly committed Paul Reusch reported: 


"I went to Berlin [immediately after the dissolution of the Reichstag] and 
negotiated with the party leaders as well as with active party ministers and used 
the strongest means of pressure that could be used to bring the individual party 
leaders to their senses. The outcome of the negotiations did not seem hopeless 
when Mr. Koch-Weser suddenly intervened with the founding of his state party. 
Then autocratic influences reasserted themselves among the rural population and 
the plan to found a unified party had to be buried for the time being."!° 


While the DNVP under Hugenberg stuck to its intransigent course of a 
"National Opposition" and sought cooperation with the National Socialists*° 
, which was still consistently rejected by big business, rather than the 
bourgeois parties*! , the new foundation of the "German State Party" 
blocked cooperation between the DDP and DVP, as Reusch correctly noted. 
Attempts to involve the Center and the BVP were not even seriously 
undertaken.” 

In an election appeal? published in the press on August 17, the 
"Narrower Presidium" of the Reichsverband made it clear that the current 
economic and financial problems could only be overcome by a Reichstag 
with a "working majority". To this end, it was "high time to gather all 
constructive forces and bring them to bear in a government that understands 
the need of the hour and is determined to bring order to our financial and 
economic management with radical measures." The Reichsverband 
therefore expected its members to give their support "through cooperation 
and voting" only to those parties "which stand on the ground of the 
constitution and which unequivocally advocate the preservation and 
development of the private economy and private property."?* The demand 
for the parties to be elected to conform to the constitution, which was 
reiterated in a second election appeal on September 3,°° and the declared 
intention to continue parliamentary democracy with the election decision. 
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The fact that the Reichsverband's leadership had not yet understood the 
fundamental constitutional intention of dissolving the Reichstag on July 18 
as a preliminary step towards overcoming the democratic-parliamentary 
system. 


2. Election result and coalition options 


The Reichstag elections on September 14, 1930, necessitated by the 
premature dissolution of parliament in July 1930, produced a catastrophic 
result for the parties of the "bourgeois center". The big winner of this 
decision was the NSDAP, which managed to increase its share of the vote 
from 2.6% to 18.3% and was now the second largest party behind the SPD 
(143 seats) with 107 members of parliament (previously 12). The political 
spectrum had thus changed decisively; almost half of the parliamentarians 
in the Reichstag now belonged to parties that openly and resolutely opposed 
the constitution and the republic.” The immediate reaction of the economy 
was largely characterized by helplessness; the uncertainty caused by the 
overwhelming success of the National Socialists led to plummeting share 
prices and foreign exchange losses, which amounted to RM 500 million by 
the beginning of October.?’ 

In the initial deliberations on the coalition possibilities outlined by the 
distribution of seats in the Reichstag, the two seemingly only possible 
alternatives emerged clearly, whereby the path of presidential regime and 
Article 48, which Brü- ning actually took, was not initially considered. 
Erich von Gilsa (GHH), who had played a not insignificant role in the fall 
of the Grand Coalition in the spring of 1930, stated not without bitterness 
that the bourgeoisie had lost the election battle "against socialism from the 
right and the left". As the National Socialists pursued a policy that was 
nothing other than "Marxism in its purest form", a coalition to the right was 
impossible. The only option was therefore a grand coalition of a "new 
edition", in which the Social Democrats "would have a decisive influence or 
a kind of Weimar coalition that would be even further to the left." Jakob 
Reichert from the VDEStI, one of the main opponents of the Silverberg 
course of 1926, came to the same conclusion. Reichert considered a 
government formation to the right, as desirable as it was in itself, to be ruled 
out as long as the National Socialists did not abandon "their half-socialist 
and half-nebulous party program" and work "in a truly conservative sense". 
Should the NSDAP, according to Reichert, continue to "join forces with the 
Communists in their radicalism, then only a grand coalition remains."? 
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In view of the tense situation, the RDI decided to take direct action 
immediately after the election result was announced and demanded that the 
incumbent Reich Chancellor re-establish the Grand Coalition in a consistent 
continuation of his alliance strategy of the summer of 1930. On behalf of 
the Presidium of the leading organization of German business, Privy 
Councillor Kastl intervened in the Reich Chancellery at midday on 15 
September "out of concern for further political developments" and pointed 
out to State Secretary Pinder in no uncertain terms that the Reichsverband 
was "absolutely of the opinion that the government must ensure that its 
good reform programme is anchored in parliament in the new Reichstag. As 
things stood, however, this was only possible to the left."°° Pünder reacted 
evasively and replied that it was "very doubtful" to him "whether a grand 
coalition of the old form would be possible, as there were the most serious 
reservations about this from various sides."3! In response to press releases 
that a government coalition to the right (including the NSDAP) could be 
possible, Kastl reported back to the Reich Chancellery on the evening of 
September 15 and once again emphatically emphasized the RDI's demand 
for a grand coalition, to which President Duisberg and the deputy chairmen 
Frowein, Kraemer, Müller-Oerlinghausen and Silverberg as well as the 
Hamburg banker Max Warburg had expressly declared their support.*? 

A parallel initiative by Prussian Minister President Otto Braun (SPD) 
made the political significance of the Reichsverband initiative even clearer. 
In an interview with the "United Press", Braun declared: 


"Despite this election result, I do not consider the constitution, public security 
or the course of our foreign policy to be threatened for even a moment. It is quite 
out of the question that the radical parties that won these elections will be able to 
test their government concepts in practice. 

Rather, I believe it is certain that a grand coalition of all reasonable people will 
unite in order to concentrate all forces on combating unemployment and 
improving the economic living conditions of the poor masses with an undoubtedly 
sufficient governing majority."*? 


A parliamentary majority in the new Reichstag was therefore entirely 
possible, despite the NSDAP's enormous gain in votes: after all, the parties 
of the Grand Coalition had an absolute majority of votes with around 300 
seats out of a total of 577 MPs. Moreover, since both the Reichsverband 
and the SPD, despite the election campaign led by Briining in a "fierce 
frontline position"** , signaled their willingness to work together in a 
government to be formed on this basis. 
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In the meantime, a parliamentary solution to the crisis seemed to be on the 
horizon.°5 


3. Briining's concept 


However, Brüning, who now had to react to the various initiatives, saw a 
grand coalition as one of the "greatest sources of danger of the moment."*6 
Boasting his composure, he rejected the proposals of Minister President 
Braun and the Reich Association of German Industry because, as Briining 
confessed afterwards, this was "quite impossible for me given the attitude 
of the Reich President" and would have contradicted the order not to enter 
into a firm coalition to the left.?7 

In the ministerial meeting on September 16, the first meeting of the 
cabinet after the Reichstag election, Brüning therefore did not address this 
possibility at all, but only said that the "responsibility" could not be left to 
Hugenberg and Hitler "now" for "reasons of state policy".?® At the Cabinet 
meeting on September 23, the Chancellor then emphasized that the 
necessary negotiations with the parties could only be conducted under the 
aspect of a reform programme to be adopted.*? General von Schleicher 
explained the strategy behind the Chancellor's cautious maneuvering with 
his characteristic precision. At the request of Count von Schulenburg, who 
only saw the alternative coalition options of the "far right" or "reform with 
the left" (apart from a renewed dissolution of the Reichstag), Schleicher 
presented a step-by-step plan in agreement with Briining*! , in which the 
final departure from the parliamentary system towards a presidential regime 
and emergency dictatorship was precisely pre-programmed.*? 

As the immediate reactions to the election result had shown, there was a 
good chance of forming a parliamentary government in September 1930. In 
the first few weeks after the Reichstag election, Briining's most important 
effort was therefore to spread an "emergency ideology", the implementation 
of which was also so successful because this was undoubtedly the most 
convenient way out for the political parties, which were condemned to 
compromise on a "grand toleration coalition"*? by the radical right and left. 
This also applied to the Social Democrats, who were better able to bridge 
their internal tensions through informal cooperation with Brüning. 
However, the decisive factor in the failure of a new Grand Coalition was the 
refusal of the Reich President, Reichswehr leadership and Reich Chancellor 
to join forces with the Social Democrats once again. Less than three weeks 


Notes on chapter V on p. 231-37 719 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter V. The Reichstag Election of September 
14, 1930 


After the Reichstag election, Reich Minister Treviranus, who had already 
ruled out a parliamentary solution to the crisis in July, was able to announce 
at** that the "objectively necessary work" would be carried out "with or 
without the Reichstag"; moreover, he intended to resign his seat in parliament 
"because the political decision will undoubtedly not be made in this 
Reichstag."* Briining's policy against the Reichstag was part of an overall 
concept whose ultimate goal was monarchical restoration in Germany. This 
constitutional reform, which was conceived on a constitutional basis and 
substantially opposed the social and political compromise of 1918, was also 
part of a foreign policy context that ultimately stemmed from the Reich's 
obligations under the Treaty of Versailles. Only after the reparations issue 
had been resolved, the Reich had regained its sovereignty and, last but not 
least, independence from the American dollar credit, was there the external 
freedom to carry out the internal "reform", as Brüning believed.* The world 
economic crisis provided the starting point to move closer to the major goal 
with an economic and financial policy primarily oriented towards the 
abolition of reparations.*’ This required the fundamental restructuring of 
public finances, an extensive deflation policy and an "export offensive" based 
on this in order to "break apart the structure of the entire world market". 
Brüning estimated the period required "to arouse the call for the abolition 
of reparations in the world in this way" at 12 to 14 months and believed that 
within one and a half to two years, even the 

entire Versailles Treaty could be "shaken".* 

The real problem with this concept lay in its internal political 
safeguarding, at least in the first phase until the replacement of the 
republics. With regard to a credible policy of the empire, especially in view 
of the urgently needed dollar loans, it was initially necessary to adhere to a 
formal parliamentary system on the outside.* During this tactical interlude, 
it was of decisive importance not only not to let the bridges to the national 
right, which had to carry the great "internal" "reform" of the second phase, 
be torn down, but also to gradually build them up in such a way that a 
smooth union would later be possible. 

In preparation for his grand plan, Briining therefore consistently sought 
to win over the National Socialists for long-term cooperation directed 
against parliament and the republic. The first meeting between Briining and 
Hitler took place on October 6, 1930,°° in the course of which the Reich 
Chancellor presented his concept of gradual restoration with the following 
stages: rehabilitation, reparations relief and re-establishment. 
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and finally asked the National Socialists to cooperate on the basis of this 
program in a loyal manner, first covertly and then openly", whereby in the 
first phase a "stronger foreign policy opposition on the part ofthe NSDAP" 
would be "the most expedient".°! As was to be expected, Hitler did not 
enter into this pact. Even if party tactical motives were in the foreground, 
the opposing political concepts became clear at this first meeting: while 
Brüning pursued a cautious, graduated revision policy, which was very 
much in line with Stresemann's foreign policy, the NSDAP, together with 
the "National Op- position", advocated a rigorous "disaster policy", which 
was based on a frontal solution to the reparations problem.** 

Even if the Reich Chancellor had to realize that his offer had "failed at 
the first attempt", this did not mean that the NSDAP would henceforth be 
excluded from his calculations: after all, "in view of the venture that was 
now beginning", the threads could not be broken. Briining therefore offered, 
also to underline the seriousness of his intentions, to personally work 
towards a coalition-like cooperation between the Centre and the NSDAP 
during the first phase of the hidden preparation of the Young Plan revision 
in all the state parliaments where the numerical prerequisites existed, "in 
order to build bridges for the second phase." 

As the National Socialists were not prepared to tolerate the Briining 
cabinet, the Chancellor initially remained dependent on the support of the 
Social Democrats, whether he wanted to or not. The reference to the party's 
"national political responsibility" was sufficient to force approval of the 
emergency regulations that were now becoming regular practice. In the 
context of Briining's overall conception, however, this cooperation under 
the fiction that it was about preserving a residual democratic substance was 
only a tactical maneuver intended for the short to medium term, at the end 
of which the republican constitution was to be dismantled. 


4. The political formation of industry in 1930/31 


The election results of September 14, 1930, which had fundamentally 
changed the political landscape, had a significant impact on industry and its 
attitude towards the state and politics. In this context, Bracher's statement 
that with "the opportunists, who reacted to the new distribution of power in 
their own way, ... the interest groups of all shades sought connection to the 
changed power trends" and the NSDAP now "almost effortlessly ... cross- 
connections and positions that were in line with its 
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The fact that the election success of the National Socialists led to a clear 
polarization within the industry and its associations",>* is, although not 
wrong in its basic tendency, too one-sided a view overall. It is more correct 
to say that the electoral success of the National Socialists led to a clear 
polarization within industry and its associations, whereby the internal 
tensions, some of which were only controlled with difficulty, were only 
finally "lifted" in March/April 1933 in the course of the "equalization" of 
the economy through state intervention. 

Already at the presidential meeting of the Reichsverband on September 
18, 193055 , the opposing positions clashed: The line pursued by the 
"Narrow Presidium" on the coalition issue, namely to give preference to 
forming a government to the left including the Social Democrats over the 
NSDAP's participation in power, was not without determined opposition. 
Privy Councillor Kastl, who had called for the Reich Chancellor to renew 
the Grand Coalition,°° was in any case "extremely shocked" by some of the 
statements made during the meeting, because they were the "most 
blossoming nonsense" he had ever heard. In view of the political 
developments, which showed "no possibility of a majority government 
either to the left or to the right", Kastl was very worried and feared a vote of 
no confidence in the Chancellor, whose acceptance would leave the party in 
a "complete shambles" and "not even an idea for the future" on which to 
"build".°7 

At the meetings of the Executive Board and the Main Committee on 
September 19,58 the Executive President limited himself to pointing out the 
alternative possibilities of forming a government with the SPD and 
NSDAP. Indirectly, however, Kastl left no doubt that for the RDI 
leadership only an alliance with the Social Democrats was an option: The 
demand for parliamentary protection for the cabinet”” and a crisis strategy 
that conformed to the democratic constitution made it clear that the NSDAP 
did not appear to be the desired partner in the political concept of the RDI 
in 1930. Kastl therefore urgently appealed to the business representatives 
gathered there to "give democracy one last chance" before the "attempt" 
could and must be made by "other means": 


"I believe one must draw the conclusion from the results of the last elections 
that democracy now has the very last chance to show whether it is capable of 
guiding the destiny of the German people. (Very true!) If it misses this chance and 
if it does not operate successfully and if this or that other stroke of luck does not 
fall into its lap and come to its aid, it will probably not be able to master things 
and then the attempt will have to be made in another way. 

But it is also our view - at least this view was also expressed yesterday in the 
Presidium, with all clarity to the 
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No means should be left untried to take advantage of this last chance. For there is 
no point in running prematurely into a catastrophe with your eyes wide open for 
no reason whatsoever and then asking yourself the question afterwards: would it 
not have been better to have made another attempt, on the basis of the conditions 
provided by the constitution, to do by radical means what has not been done so far 
and for which the elections have given a clear sign that it is desired by the entire 
population in Germany?" 


The leadership of the Reichsverband thus took the election victory of the 
NSDAP as an opportunity to once again unequivocally emphasize its 
adherence to the republican-parliamentary system. Chancellor Brüning 
benefited from the fact that in the domestic political constellation of the fall 
of 1930, he had to appear as the guarantor of this concept, even though his 
restoration concept decisively contradicted the coalition policy goals of the 
RDI. Briining's position within the economy was also emphatically 
strengthened by the presentation of his major "restructuring plan" on 
October 1, 1930°' . The government's reform program largely took into 
account the fundamental reversal in financial, tax and social policy long 
demanded by industry. In addition to a comprehensive savings program, 
which included cuts in unemployment insurance and salary deductions for 
civil servants, there was a catalog of diverse tax relief for industry. At its 
extraordinary presidential meeting on 8 October 1930, which was convened 
specifically to discuss the government's program, the Reichsverband 
consequently saw the implementation of key demands and described the 
Brü- ning Plan as suitable for "restoring public confidence."® At its main 
committee meeting on October 9, the DIHT also backed Brüning's 
concept64 and at the same time expressly distanced itself from the radical 
right, clearly alluding to the growing strength of the NSDAP and warning 
against "underestimating the dangers of swarming economic policy." 

However, an initially weak, but then increasingly powerful opposition 
was forming in the background‘ , which focused on the major alternative to 
Brüning's downgraded restoration plan. At the DIHT's main committee 
meeting on October 9, voices had already been raised calling for the "hot 
potato" of the reparations issue to be "tackled" immediately, thus linking 
internal restructuring and the Young revision.°’ This demand in fact implied 
an option for the program of the radical right, which consciously took into 
account a cut-off from the vital dollar credits and the loss of the Reich's 
world trade position as a consequence of a unilateral revocation of the 
Versailles "dictate". It was precisely on this issue that Briining's cooperation 
negotiations with Hitler on October 6, 1930 had already failed.° Even 
though the "large majority" of the DIHT's main committee members 


Notes on chapter V on p. 231-37 83 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter V. The Reichstag Election of September 
14, 1930 


The DIHT was in favor of the step-by-step approach pursued by the 
association's leadership, which was in line with the Brüning concept, It 
was therefore inevitable to include the reference to a later revision of the 
reparations regulation in the resolution on the government's economic and 
financial plan, contrary to the DIHT's original tactical line.” 

More significant and not without political explosiveness was the 
initiative of the Langnam Association on the occasion of the extraordinary 
general meeting on November 4, 1930 in Düsseldorf. Tensions within 
western industry had already become apparent in the run-up to the 
meeting,’! which stemmed from a divided attitude towards the Brüning 
cabinet. The managing director of the Langnam Association, Max 
Schlenker, had therefore considered whether it would be advisable to 
postpone the event, as there was at least the possibility that "Porcelain" 
could be smashed. "Exhortations" to Brüning were not necessary, as the 
Chancellor was "really trying to do his duty".’? Although Schlenker was 
unable to get the conference canceled,’? knew from the outset that the list of 
speakers would ensure that there was no clear vote against Brüning.’* The 
expected reserved statements by Springorum and Poensgen were qualified 
by the contributions of Müller-Oerlinghausen ("Engeres Präsidium" RDI), 
Kehl (Deutsche Bank, Berlin) and Schreiber (Prussian Minister of Trade), 
who called for approval of Brüning's graduated course and warned against 
supporting the national right and its frontal program on the reparations 
issue.” Kehl in particular, as a representative of the Berlin banks, 
emphatically pointed out that a government with the NSDAP as an 
alternative to the Brüning cabinet was unacceptable, as industry did not 
want or tolerate "experiments" in any area, "neither in politics nor in the 
economy itself".”° 

In contrast, Poensgen's call for the "Fuhrer", "who may lead our people 
in a unified and purposeful manner once again",’’ indicated a different 
tendency. His insistence on Kehl's previously convincingly refuted thesis of 
the alleged key role of the reparations issue’® also underlined this. In 
addition, Poensgen doubted whether the Briining government "really had 
the courage and the strength" to "unwaveringly follow the path recognized 
as the right one". The speech by the renowned constitutional law expert 
Carl Schmitt, who had come to Diisseldorf at Schlenker's special 
invitation,®° , which concluded the debate, focused directly on the 
constitutional policy side of the alternative concepts under discussion. 
Schmitt urgently warned against embarking on a "fundamental 
constitutional reform" now, as it would be a dangerous and difficult to 
calculate experiment that wo uld end in "catastrophe". The claim to 
power 
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Schmitt contrasted the radical right with the interim constitutional solution 
of the presidential system: If the application of Article 48 and the previous 
exceptional practice of emergency decrees were to become the norm, then 
the quality of the constitution would change automatically if this method 
were to be perpetuated.*! 

In a widely acclaimed speech to the Oberseeclub in Hamburg?” , 
Silverberg countered the increasing willingness in industry to pursue a 
"disaster policy", as had been hinted at at the conference of the Langnam 
Association on November 4, with the postulate of an "evolutionary" 
development of the state and the economy. As the "Vorwärts" noted, 
Silverberg demonstrated a "certain courage" when he clearly distanced 
himself from the "national economic fantasies of the 'far right"? and 
warned against an exaggerated conservatism that was only aimed at 
restoring the conditions of yesterday: 


"We cannot eliminate the things that developed during and after the war and 
return the situation to what it was before. That is a dream of people who call 
themselves national and produce such fantasies. A sensible economist should not 
entertain this. So I would like to warn against believing that we could bring back 
the conditions of yesterday by any force, through a revolution or a coup d'état. 
Anyone who means well for the German people must help to create better 
conditions by evolutionary means."** 


Referring explicitly to the Dresden speech, Sil- verberg once again 
called for cooperation with the working class, without whose responsible 
cooperation the reconstruction of Germany would not be possible. Sil- 
verberg thus reaffirmed the efforts of the summer of 1930 and the RDI 
initiative of September 15 to bring about the Grand Coalition once again 
with the inclusion of the Social Democrats.®° However, his view that this 
concept, in contrast to 1926, when some had seen him going the way of an 
"eccentric"®* , now corresponded to the "mood of the vast majority" of the 
business community, was without foundation. Resistance to providing the 
Brüning cabinet with the necessary support from Ruhr industry had already 
become apparent at the Ruhr loading meeting on October 14, 1930, not to 
mention an active willingness to join the Grand Coalition. Although 
Silverberg and Fickler had succeeded in bridging the discrepancies for the 
moment during the meeting, the jointly agreed strategy of supporting 
Brüning on the one hand and working towards a coalition of the Centre and 
the NSDAP(!) on the other clearly showed that the scope of this 
compromise was too wide to guarantee the unity of even heavy industry in 
the politics of the day.*’ 
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The first open dispute between the moderate and radical industrial wing 
arose at the RDI board meeting on November 26, 1930.88 While Kastl, in 
his capacity as executive member of the presidium, vigorously advocated 
the Reichsverband's approval of the government program of October 1, 
Fritz Thyssen, not without applause from part of the meeting, rejected any 
support for the Brüning cabinet.” At the same time, Thyssen made serious 
accusations against the RDI's previous policy on the reparations issue and 
criticized Kastl in particular, who had co-signed the Young Plan for the 
Reich in 1929.9! In this area in particular, the Reichsverband was no longer 
likely to agree to any "half measures". The president of the RDI, Duisberg, 
then personally intervened in the debate and, in agreement with the vast 
majority of the board, backed the management's line .°?”® The meeting 
ultimately voted in favour of a positive-neutral stance on the Brii- ning 
program with only one dissenting vote; however, the isolated cheers that 
accompanied Thyssen's remarks unmistakably signalled that an opposition 
was also forming within the RDI that was backing a radical change of 
course. 

The course of the main committee meeting on November 27, 1930 
confirmed this tendency.?* The presence of Reich Chancellor Brüning, who 
had only decided to attend after urgent requests from Kastl, gave this event 
special significance.” In his opening speech, Duisberg made it clear that the 
RDI was in complete agreement with the Chancellor's economic policy, in 
which he certified that the government "will do everything in its power to 
create a secure basis for recovery".?° Kastl was even clearer, stating that 
"despite all reservations about the government program in its entirety", it 
was "the first beginning of a turnaround after ten years of wrong economic 
and financial policies". With regard to reparations policy, Kastl, in careful 
coordination with the Chancellor's theses, declared that an immediate 
moratorium on transfers was the "biggest mistake" that could be made at the 
moment. Successful revision negotiations presupposed internal 
reorganization and had to be conducted from a position of strength 
supported by an "export offensive".?7 

In his declaration® , Brüning emphasized the government's firm 
intention to initiate a revision of the Young Plan, but drew attention to the 
special domestic and foreign policy interdependencies, which required a 
graduated and tactically calculated approach. The choice of the right 
moment was decisive in addressing the reparations issue, which is why he 
had to ask industry for restraint and patience on this point. The Chancellor 
left no doubt that the prepared 
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The government's economic and financial plan, which came into force on 1 
December as the first "emergency decree to safeguard the economy and 
finances"? , had a predominantly reparation policy thrust, whereby these 
things were "very carefully considered" in order "to clear and expose 
certain paths in foreign policy"! Brüning had at least given the top 
leadership of the Reichsverband an insight into his foreign policy revision 
concept: This cooperation was supported per- sonally in particular by Kastl 
and Silverberg, who were able to ensure a harmonization of the concepts of 
the RDI and the government in repeated discussions with the Reich 
Chancellor.!°! The influence of Kastl, the reparations expert at the Young 
Conference of 1929, manifested itself surprisingly clearly in the handling of 
the reparations issue, the centerpiece of Briining's plans from autumn 1930 
onwards.!% 

In a brief reply to Briining's comments, Duisberg reaffirmed the RDI's 
fundamental agreement with the Chancellor's policy. He assured that the 
association was "in favor of the government's attempt" to "implement an 
overall solution on the basis of the draft presented."'® There was a scandal 
when Fritz Thyssen took the floor and cast doubt on Briining's political 
concept in general with the condescending remark "I hear the message; I 
just don't believe it". Referring to the referendum against the Young Plan, 
Thyssen demanded a frontal solution to the reparations issue, which would 
require a domestic political alliance with the National Socialists: 


"...the political leadership we have had so far has not been a happy one.! One 
cannot be surprised if, in view of this fact, a movement arises in the Reich, as was 
shown in the last elections. I only wish, Mr. Reich Chancellor, that with the good 
intentions you have, you will succeed in drawing the movement of all national 
circles behind you; for I believe that only then will you have complete success 
with your intentions."!° 


This unprogrammed call for the NSDAP to join the government, which 
another industrialist supplemented with a rigorous rejection of "Marxism" 
in the form of the Social Democrats currently supporting the Briining 
cabinet,!% was received with "applause and hissing", as the minutes note.!°7 
Thyssen was "not yet echoed" by the majority of Reichsverband 
members;!°8 however, it became increasingly obvious how much those 
circles that had already sympathized with National Socialism felt 
strengthened by the election decision of 14 September 1930.10 

Silverberg, who had to get things back on track after the unforeseen 
incident in the closing speech of the event, left no doubt about the positive 
and loyal attitude of the Reichsver- ner. 
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band leadership. For the "first time in 12 years", the government is listening 
to "all the warnings, all the wishes and all the demands that have been made 
by our side", and for the first time they have the courage "to act on the basis 
of the knowledge gained." However, it was not enough for the government 
to fulfill the economic policy demands of the RDI; rather, it was important 
to do justice to the "psy- chology of entrepreneurship", which had been 
"trampled underfoot" until now, and to return its consciousness to the "state 
legal order". Silverberg concluded with the explicit declaration that the 
Reich Chancellor was "trusted" to be able to solve this task as well."!!° 

At the end of 1930, there was undoubtedly an almost seamless overall 
agreement between official government policy and the objectives of the 
Reichsverband leadership. This was also reflected in the tenor of the RDI's 
New Year's circular of December 31, 1930,!!! , which praised the "first 
steps towards a reversal of the previous methods of economic, financial and 
social policy" and the correctness of the basic principles "with which the 
extremely difficult questions are to be brought to a solution". 

The increasing polarization of the industry reached a temporary climax 
with the decision of the Mining Association to leave the Reich Association 
in December 1930. In this way, the Bergbau-Verein wanted to force a 
fundamental political reorientation of the RDI,!!? by threatening to break up 
the association and at the same time questioning the activities of the VDA 
and the Langnam-Verein.!!? The reason for the decision to leave was the 
RDI's political commitment to Brüning's concept, particularly with regard 
to the reparations issue. The old accusations were again made against Privy 
Councillor Kastl for his signing of the Young Plan,'!* a process through 
which the RDI "presented itself to the German public and in particular to 
the ever-increasing national and National Socialist movement ... an 
extraordinarily great responsibility". So it was Thyssen's accusations, 
already familiar from the November meetings of the Reichsverband, which 
the Bergbau-Verein had adopted as its own. Kastl, of course, was quite 
right, 


"that not only Thyssen's appearance before the presidium, board and main 
committee of the Reich Association of German Industry played a role in this 
development, but that Adolf Hitler's influence was actually unmistakable here. 
He, Kastl, had been informed of how Adolf Hitler had appeared to the leading 
gentlemen in the district and what a strong impression this had left."!! 


The influential managing director of the VDEStI, J. Reichert, who had 
already covertly spoken in favor of Thyssen 
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Reichert, who had taken a stand on the issue, considered the possible 
division of the industry into a heavy and a light industrial association 
organization, as it had existed before the war, to be the worst solution in 
terms of interest politics. Reichert therefore pointed out to Poensgen, 
Springorum and Schlenker that the consequences should not be 
organizational but personal: Privy Councillor Duisberg wanted to resign in 
September 1931 anyway after reaching the age of 70. The "greater burden" 
would of course be on the Executive Member of the Presidential Board, 
Kastl, who would be best advised to leave "voluntarily" and take over the 
vacant post of Reich Minister of Economics.!!® 

As the threat of the Bergbau-Verein's withdrawal was a matter of 
"utmost importance", the Ruhrla- de, the clearing house of the western coal 
and iron industry, intervened directly. At its meeting on 2 February 1931117 
‚it took the fundamental decision, against Fritz Thyssen's vote, to adhere to 
a unified top-level organization of German industry "under all 
circumstances".!!® The danger of an organizational split in industry was 
thus averted for the time being, but the personnel policy debate was not yet 
over.!!? At the presidential meeting of the Reichsverband on February 19, 
1931, E. Brandi, in his capacity as chairman of the Bergbau-Verein, again 
made massive accusations, so that Duisberg finally felt compelled to invite 
the western iron and coal industry and the management of the 
Reichsverband to an extraordinary meeting.120 After a preliminary meeting 
of the Ruhr industry on April 1 and the Ruhrlade on May 4, the decisive 
meeting took place in Bochum on May 5, 1931: the final result showed that 
the opposition led by Thyssen and Brandi was too weak, even within heavy 
industry, to fundamentally change the political orientation of the 
Reichsverband. The Bergbau-Verein had not been able to achieve more 
than the RDI's promise to exercise greater political "restraint" in future.!?! 
Moreover, Kastl's position, who had "cleverly" defended himself,!?* was 
strengthened rather than weakened, because the settlement of the conflict on 
May 5 also created the conditions for Gustav Krupp's presidency in 
succession to Carl Duisberg, who retired for reasons of age in the fall of 
1931.13 The attempt by the opposition in the RDI to use this favorable 
opportunity to replace the person of the Executive Chairman was 
unsuccessful. 

For the relationship between economics and politics in 1931, this 
outcome of the controversy meant that, as before, two industrial wings 
opposed each other, with the Mining Association and VDESU representing 
the heavy industrial coal and iron industry and the RDI and DIHT'* 
representing the manufacturing, export-oriented industry. Within this 
spectrum, the Langnam Association took a more 
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Despite its tendency towards heavy industrial opposition, it displayed the 
phenomenon of a management that was also characteristic of the 
Reichsverband, shifting to the left in relation to the base.!?5 In the spring of 
1931, industry as a whole was in a wait-and-see reserve towards the 
Brüning cabinet, which, however, as the controversy between the RDI and 
the Mining Association had made clear, had already turned into opposition 
in principle in some cases. 

The dilemma in 1930/31 was obvious: there was still no viable basis for 
uniting the conservative right,'*° while at the same time there was less and 
less inclination for a new edition of the Grand Coalition,127 especially after 
Brüning had shown the more convenient way out of indirectly involving the 
Social Democrats in responsibility. After the failure of the bourgeois 
coalition policy in the Reichstag elections on September 14 and the 
following months, widespread helplessness spread in right-wing industrial 
circles.128 The candidacy of Reichsbank President Lu- ther for an 
authoritarian cabinet, which had been pursued previously, no longer 
promised a fundamental overcoming of the Briining-led Kornpromik course 
and was therefore only half-heartedly pursued.'*? The only real alternative 
was cooperation with National Socialism, an alliance perspective that was 
still widely rejected within big business in the spring of 1931.!%° 
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VI. The banking crisis 


1. The meeting of the Langnam Association on 
June 3 and the emergency ordinance of June 
5, 1931 


The rejected attempt by the Mining Association in 1930/31 to commit 
industry to an alliance with the "National Right" was certainly a success for 
the moderate business circles in the RDI, but also in the Lan- gnam 
Association and Ruhrlade.! Even Wittke from the VSI, the "far right" in the 
German association system, still sought an agreement with the incumbent 
government.? As a result, the RDI and DIHT were initially able to continue 
their policy of constructive cooperation with the Brüning cabinet 
undisturbed in early 1931.3 In the run-up to the meeting of the Lan- gnam 
Association on June 3, 1931, however, it became clear that the anti-Brüning 
front of industry was by no means defeated after the mining industry had 
backed down. At the Ruhr loading meeting on April 13, Fritz Springorum 
suggested holding a "protest rally" of the Langnam Association against the 
government's "procrastination policy" in the foreseeable future.* After 
checking with Paul Reusch? , Springorum indicated to Sogemeier, Blank 
and Heinrichsbauer, the liaison to the "National Opposition" and the 
NSDAP, that he had decided "to enter into opposition to the Brüning 
government in a suitable form", and that his plans were "to convene a 
general meeting of the Lan- gnam Association, if necessary after the 
forthcoming emergency decree has been issued, in order to protest against 
the government's policies from this platform in all forms and with the 
greatest determination." However, as Springorum expressly emphasized, 
this step would only be possible if "agreement on the correctness of such a 
course of action is first reached among the leading gentlemen of the Ruhr 
region." 

The Reich Chancellor, warned by an article by Fritz Klein in the DAZ’ ,° 
saw the danger posed by the planned conference in good time and 
endeavored to counteract the increasingly threatening opposition from 
Western industry in an appropriate manner. Silverberg? and Count Quadt!° 
in particular urged Springorum, as chairman of the Lan- gnam Association, 
to seek talks with Brüning. Springorum finally gave his consent, albeit 
reluctantly,!! to a personal meeting with the Reich Chancellor.'? 
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The talks arranged by Silverberg and held in his presence on May 20, 1931 
resulted in the fact that there was no longer any talk of overthrowing the 
Reich Chancellor!? and that a more flexible stance was also taken on the 
reparations issue. The original draft resolution for the meeting of June 3, 
1931, to which Thyssen had agreed. June 3, 1931,'* to which Thyssen and 
Reusch had already agreed,'5 underwent a decisive correction as a result of 
Albert Vögler's compromise proposal!® : In contrast to the previously 
central accusations against the effects of the "Versailles Dictate" and the 
"tribute payments" as well as the crude demand for "an end to reparations", 
there was now a principled acknowledgement that a demonstrative act of 
despotism, as demanded by the "National Opposition", would not lead to 
economic recovery, but that ultimately only negotiations on a new mode of 
payment pointed the right way.!” 

If the Langnam Association was still exercising restraint in terms of 
reparations policy, it was nevertheless pursuing a "decidedly right-wing 
course."'® During the meeting on June 3, Springorum, Reusch and Thyssen 
used language that the government had never heard before.!” They 
demanded that the Reich Chancellor "surround himself with the best and 
most capable men of the people", Thyssen called for the establishment of a 
"national community" and the "elimination of the secondary government of 
the trade unions and party outgrowths", echoing his remarks to the RDI” ,?! 
and finally Paul Reusch complained about the lack of courage for the 
"necessary disregard".”? Silverberg's demands for a "reorganization of the 
state in the sense of a standardization and cheapening of administration"? 
were still extremely moderate in the overall context of the conference. 

The Langnam Association's brusque stance was part of a general storm 
of protest against the second "Emergency Ordinance tt Secure 
the Economy and Finances" of June 5, 1931.74 A united front against 
the new emergency ordinance formed from the entire party spectrum of the 
Reichstag, including the Social Democrats and the Centre, to the trade 
unions, employers' associations and the RDI, even before it had been 
published.*> Nevertheless, it cannot be overlooked that this onslaught was 
not at all unwelcome to the Reich Chancellor in terms of foreign policy, 
indeed it was deliberately calculated.*° On the day the emergency decree 
was published, Briining was already on his way to England to accept an 
invitation from the British Prime Minister MacDonald. The rigorous 
measures of June 5 were intended not least as proof of the Reich 
government's sincere efforts abroad to meet its reparation obligations, albeit 
with the clear aim of avoiding revision negotiations by proving Germany's 
inability to pay. 
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and to achieve the complete abolition of reparation payments.?” 

The first public announcement hinting at this connection was made on 
June 5, parallel to the announcement of the new emergency decree.*® This 
declaration was not enough to calm the domestic uproar over the emergency 
decree, but it caused extraordinary indignation abroad, especially in France. 
In the talks at Chequers, Brüning did not yet succeed in persuading the 
British government to revise the Young Plan, as he had hoped?” , but there 
was no doubt that the reparations problem had moved to the forefront of 
international discussion following the conclusion of the visit to England. 
The Chancellor therefore took the massive gold and foreign currency losses 
ofthe Reichsbank, which had been triggered by the Reich government's call 
for reparations, quite calmly, as they emphatically underlined Germany's 
inability to pay.?” More threatening was the escalation of the domestic 
political situation, where the DVP parliamentary group in particular insisted 
on the Reichstag being convened in order to force a cabinet reshuffle at the 
same time as amending the emergency decree.*! Only after long, dramatic 
negotiations, in the course of which Briining threatened to resign from the 
cabinet,** was it possible to avert this dangerous development. Western 
industry was not uninvolved insofar as the DVP MPs it supported insisted 
until the end on convening the Reichstag, referring to the results of the 
Langnam Association meeting on June 5, 1931, and thus deliberately 
accepted the fall of Brüning's cabinet. Silverberg subsequently demanded 
clear consequences for these parliamentarians, but was unable to get 
through to Springorum and Reusch.’? The final decision of the Council of 
Elders on June 16 to refrain from convening Parliament probably saved the 
Brüning cabinet from a vote of no confidence, but it was no longer able to 
effectively stop the ongoing withdrawal of short-term foreign loans. 

The repercussions, particularly on those parts of industry that had their 
economic policy base in the Lan- gnam-Verein, did not fail to materialize. 
The idea of a "heavy industry directorate" emerged, "for which all 
preparations had already been made by a group of business leaders headed 
by Dr. Schacht, who had already sought contact with Hugenberg and 
Hitler."°4 The rumors about alleged dictatorship plans by heavy industry 
finally intensified to such an extent that the VDEStI felt compelled to issue 
a public denial on June 17. The chairman of the association, Poensgen, 
opposed "the assertion that the Ruhr industry had demanded a directorate 
and dictatorship. Western industry did not want a dictatorship, it wanted 
leadership of economic and financial policy, 
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which protects the German economy from imminent collapse."*> It was 
correct in this statement that even declared supporters of a fascist crisis 
solution such as Heinrichsbauer were not yet thinking of an immediate 
seizure of power by the "National Opposition": Rather, the middle way of 
an upper cabinet of "strong and decisive personalities" offered itself, which 
first had to complete the necessary unpopular reorganization measures.’® It 
was also crucial that the "National Opposition" did not yet have a 
practicable political and economic program at this time and was therefore 
not a serious alternative. However, Heinrich Bauer's simultaneous efforts to 
strengthen the capital-friendly wing of the NSDAP and to push through a 
corresponding orientation of the party's economic views,*’ showed that, in 
the longer term, Hitler and Hugenberg were definitely working towards a 
takeover of power.*® 

Brüning's trump card in the summer of 1931 was his indispensability: 
while domestically the economic crisis was approaching its absolute peak 
and the opposition was therefore not prepared to take on the unpopular and 
risky responsibility now, a first concrete starting point for solving the 
reparations issue emerged in foreign policy after the Chequers talks, which 
of course remained tied to the person of Briining and his international 
credit.” The economic context that constituted the Reich Chancellor's 
strength was at the same time his decisive weakness: if the domestic 
economic situation improved and the foreign policy conditions for a 
fundamental revision of the Young Plan were established, then the 
Chancellor's person was up for grabs. Briining's downfall was therefore, as 
paradoxical as it may seem, inextricably linked to the emerging success of 
economic policy at home and revision policy abroad and was therefore 
already clearly foreshadowed at this point. 


2. The Reichsverband and Brüning in June 1931 


In those critical days of June/July 1931, when the foreign exchange losses 
reached catastrophic proportions and the crisis in Germany was 
approaching its "dramatic climax"*! , the Chancellor only found active 
support from the business circles active in the leadership of the RDI and 
DIHT. At the board and main committee meetings of the Reichsverband on 
June 19,* , it was above all Paul Silverberg who appealed urgently for the 
government to stand behind it now and to place the "trust" in the Reich 
Chancellor that he needed for the implementation of the 
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his policy. Silverberg went so far as to openly criticize the course of the 
Lan- gnam Association conference on 3 June and the demands made of the 
government by individual speakers there: 


"Gentlemen, what obligations do we have when we ... attack the government 
on our own initiative and demand that it make the most serious domestic 
interventions that affect the broad, agitated, nervous masses of the people, when 
we demand foreign policy actions of the most serious kind - what obligations do 
we then have? First of all, not only to express our confidence in the leader of the 
government, but also to demonstrate it in deed, to suppress everywhere, above all, 
the impulses of mistrust and criticism and to say: they may be justified, but they 
are certainly not appropriate now. We must create a situation for those who have 
to fight in such a situation, so that they can fight without backache. That is our 
duty if we demand of him a domestic political course and an even more difficult 
foreign policy course. 

Gentlemen, I will go one step further. Despite all the criticism of the 
Reichsregierung or individual - I want to be quite clear - members of the 
Reichsregierung, which I have not concealed in my remarks, I do not consider the 
current situation to be suitable for a ministerial coup or for fundamental changes 
to the Reichsregierung (very true!). Gentlemen! Don't forget one thing: the Reich 
Chancellor is also responsible for the composition of the government; and every 
demand that is expressed too harshly also contains a strong, perhaps the strongest 
criticism of the Reich Chancellor. We do not want to discuss personal attitudes 
here; it is not the place for that. But in any case, I would like to ask that if we 
- and we all seriously want to do so - want to demonstrate confidence in the 
personality and actions of the Chancellor, then also draw the consequences: At the 
moment, despite the need for change, there is no time, no space and no suitable 
opportunity to demand this, even if it has been demanded elsewhere by ourselves. 
Between June 3 - there was a meeting in Diisseldorf - and today, all sorts of things 
have happened and all sorts of things that oblige us to keep calm in this direction, 
to keep a cool head and not to lose our nerve."* 


Before the RDI board, Silverberg had previously referred to the 
presidential system, which was becoming increasingly clear as a political 
alternative and was largely independent of parliamentary coalitions to the 
right or left, a development that had admittedly come about after a "difficult 
birth".** Silverberg's option corresponded to his function as a mediator 
between the right-wing and left-wing entrepreneurial wings, between the 
Langnam Association and the RDI, between heavy industry and 
manufacturing industry. to demand a formal coalition with the Social 
Democrats now, in the summer of 1931, would have meant going beyond 
the available area of compromise. 

In response to Silverberg, however, Thyssen made it clear that neither 
the basis of the Brüning- 
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Cabinet, nor did the step-by-step revision policy pursued in the reparations 
issue meet with the approval of the industrial circles he represented: In 
terms of domestic policy, the only option was to join forces with the 
"National Opposition" and in terms of foreign policy, as Schacht had 
promoted, the only option was a unilateral, immediate stop to transfers. 
Before the winter, "completely different political conditions" would have to 
be created. Nevertheless, he noted with satisfaction "that even here in the 
circle of the Reichsverband a great turnaround has occurred in that ... 
confidence in democracy has suffered colossally (laughter) and that 
confidence in a kind of dictatorship has increased considerably (laughter). I 
hope, together with all circles, to continue along this path. Perhaps 
something will come of it after all (laughter and applause)".*° 

In the committees of the Reichsverband, however, Thyssen remained 
isolated with his opinion.* In agreement with the main committee, Carl 
Duisberg summarized the opinion of the RDI in a press release as follows: 


"The Reich Federation of German Industry is aware that the avoidance of 
economic and financial collapse is first and foremost a question of trust in the 
management of the Reich's affairs. Industry places this trust in the person of the 
Reich Chancellor. 

The content of the emergency ordinance of June 5, 1931 was the subject of serious 

criticism 
... Another urgent task is to tackle the question of reparations resolutely. Any 
hesitation on the part of the Reich government on this issue is no longer 
understood by the overwhelming majority ... no longer understood. At the 
appropriate moment, the Reich Government must take the powerful initiative 
necessary to set new negotiations in motion ... "47 


In addition, on the initiative of the Reich Association‘! , a reception was 
held at Brüning's home on the evening of June 19 following the 
deliberations of the Presidium, Executive Board and Main Committee, 
during which the delegation of the RDI, Duisberg, Silverberg, Kraemer and 
Herle, once again expressed the "confidence of industry in the person of the 
Reich Chancellor".* 


3. The Hoover moratorium 


The completely surprising announcement of the Hoover moratorium on 
June 20, 1931, which initially provided for a one-year postponement of all 
reparations payments, was the first major success for Brüning's policy. This 
marked the decisive turning point? in the reparations issue, as the 
suspension of payments was effectively tantamount to the abolition of the 
Young Plan. In terms of domestic policy, the American president's move 
meant that the revision concept of the "National 
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Opposition", as it had been advocated by Thyssen and Blohm within the 
RDI the day before,°! had become irrelevant: Brüning's path of gradually 
overcoming reparations through negotiations remained the only viable 
method.** The Chancellor's position was thus enormously strengthened, as 
the final solution to the reparations issue was now even more closely linked 
to his person than before. 

Despite this success, the criticism of the Chancellor from those circles 
who had previously toyed with the idea of a "heavy industry directorate" 
did not subside. In a letter to Duisberg dated June 21, Kirdorf protested 
against Briining's support from the Reichsverband in the hope of "winning 
over" the president of the RDI for the "national movement". Duisberg, 
who had also campaigned for the Reich Chancellor elsewhere and had 
received his express praise for this,“ formally rejected this request. 
Brüning, according to Bismarck the "best chancellor" that Germany had 
ever had, was bound to a majority in the Reichstag, which he could "only 
find in conjunction with the Centre and the Social Democrats and not with 
the economically unclear National Socialists, nor with the German 
Nationalists, who were sticking to a stubborn standpoint".°> 

The coal industry, which on June 16 had already made a front in a large 
article in the DAZ° against the support of the Brüning government in 
connection with the emergency decree of June 3, also insisted in a meeting 
in the Reich Chancellery on June 25 that a price reduction for coal products 
must in any case be accompanied by a wage reduction. The Reich 
Chancellor declared, with explicit reference to the actual political intention 
of this demand, that a wage reduction was "out of the question" at present. 
"The political consequences must be clear to the mining industry. The 
tendency in the Ruhr mining industry was to make it as politically difficult 
as possible for the governments and to hold on to their own prices, but 
always to shift reductions onto the employees."°’ Wittke from the "Verband 
Sächsischer Industrieller" (Association of Saxon Industrialists), who was 
already in full agreement with this section of heavy industry, declared 
unapologetically that the "current government" was not meeting the basic 
requirement of politics, namely to fulfill the "art of the possible", "in its 
current composition" .>® 

In contrast, Silverberg repeated his appeal to the main committee of the 
DIHT on June 23, 1931 in Düsseldorf to have confidence in the Reich 
government and to put criticism aside. The current negotiations on the 
Hoover moratorium were proving once again that it was not "economics" 
but "politics" that was "fate". The emergency decree of June 3 must also be 
understood from this point of view, because foreign countries had seen 
"obvious proof" in it, 
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"that Germany is anxious and willing to organize its own circumstances". 
For the rest, however, the order of the day was now to "ensure calm and 
stability in the government" by refraining from demands to change the 
emergency decree or the composition of the cabinet.°? Even Paul Reusch, 
who had fiercely opposed the Brii- ning government and its program at the 
beginning of June, now, after Hoover's move, spoke out in favour of 
"limiting criticism of the emergency ordinance to the utmost"®! and working 
to restore "confidence at home". As the banking crisis progressed, this 
change of mood among parts of Western industry towards the Briining 
cabinet was confirmed. The idea of a guarantee syndicate of German 
industry, i.e. the assumption of a default guarantee of RM 500 million by 
large industrial companies under the leadership of the Deutsche 
Golddiskont- bank, thus arose from the joint considerations of the 
Reichsbank and business representatives in the West. Piinder mentions 
Silverberg and Vögler on the industrial side, who led the negotiations in the 
Reich Chancellery and the Reichsbank alongside Kastl and Kraemer.64 But 
even this action could no longer prevent the collapse of German credit on 
July 13, 1931. The economic crisis in Germany had reached its absolute 
peak. 

Looking at the relationship between industry and politics during the 
difficult months of summer 1931, it can be summarized that the banking 
crisis and the Hoover moratorium initially contributed to a strengthening of 
the cabinet. The tendency towards solidarity was facilitated by the fact that 
with the suspension of the Young Plan, the dispute over the alternative 
restoration concepts had been decided in favour of Briining's strategy.“ 
Despite all this, clear divergences remained visible: while the RDI and 
DIHT had unreserved "confidence" in the incumbent government, the Ruhr 
mining industry and small and medium-sized industry (VSI) remained in 
distanced opposition. The Langnam Association, as a forum for heavy 
industry, took a rather indifferent stance: Massive criticism, as had been 
voiced at the members' meeting on June 3, was now replaced by the tactic 
of "truce". 

The large letter to the Reich Chancellor dated July 30, 1931 , written 

by the Ruhrlade and leading representatives of Berlin's large industry under 
the leadership of Paul Reusch, was entirely in line with this line: The 
signatories of the petition, Krupp, Klöckner, Silverberg, Vögler, 
Springorum, C. 
F. v. Siemens, Bücher, Borsig and Reusch,°’ attested to Brüning that he had 
taken on the burden of his office with "exemplary moral seriousness" 
because he had "fundamentally renounced any consideration of popularity" 
and was determined "to be guided in the long term only by objective 
reasons". The government's path to date 
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The call for a "redirection of economic policy into healthier channels" is 
fundamentally correct, but now the most important thing is to do so, 


"to accelerate the pace of change in such a way that it forestalls the further 
weakening of the economy and thus gives it the opportunity to recover and rise. 
This is also the only effective way to combat unemployment. The shackles must 
be removed from the economy and it must be given the freedom to operate 
according to the eternally valid economic laws so that it can develop its strengths. 
Then it will absorb ever greater masses of idle labor all by itself."°° 


The signatories of the letter thus adhered to the traditional doctrine of 
the self-healing powers of the economy. In their opinion, the prerequisite 
for overcoming the crisis was not targeted state interventionism and an anti- 
cyclical economic policy, as Keynes later formulated it theoretically, but on 
the contrary a reduction in spending and the withdrawal of the public sector 
from the economic process. The concrete demands derived from this were 
directed against the basic elements of the Weimar Compromise of 1918, the 
eight-hour day and collective bargaining law, the social system and the 
state's shared responsibility in the economy.” The implementation of this 
catalog required the Briining cabinet to swing to the right in domestic 
politics. Brüning's separation from the Social Democrats, which Paul 
Reusch was not the only one to raise as a criterion, therefore had to become 
a touchstone for the Ruhrlade's future attitude towards the incumbent 
government.’° 
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VII. Turning point fall 1931: 
The turning away from 
Brüning 


1. The declaration of the industry associations of September 29, 1931 


After an initial consolidation of the German capital market, it became 
apparent that the rapprochement between Western industry and the Reich 
government, which could be observed at the height of the banking crisis, 
was not destined to last. When Briining hesitated to take the implicit turn to 
the right against social democracy and the trade unions demanded in the 
petition from the Ruhr region on July 30,' , and at the same time there was 
no sign of a fundamental improvement in the economy, the Ruhr industry 
pushed hard for a final break with the incumbent Chancellor. 

At the beginning of September, Paul Reusch, as the leading 
entrepreneurial personality in the Ruhrlade and Langnam-Verein, called 
on the Reichsverband to take up the fight against Briining and the trade 
unions openly and in all severity. At the same time, an approach should be 
made to the President of the Reich in order to take action from this "highest 
office of the Reich". 


"I am," said Reusch, "of the unquestionable opinion that Mr. Brüning, since 
the expectations we have placed in him have not been fulfilled and since he does 
not have the courage to separate himself from the Social Democrats, must be 
fought in the strongest possible terms by the business community and the 
Reichsverband, and that industry should openly express its distrust of him. 

Furthermore, it would be necessary to request a meeting with the President of 
the Reich and to describe to him in all frankness the bleak economic situation, 
which, if the existing forced economy is maintained, cannot recover under any 
circumstances ... Furthermore, I am of the opinion that we must finally change our 
tactics towards the trade unions. Up to now, industry has been too cowardly to 
take up the fight with the trade unions with any vigor. The whole disaster that has 
befallen us is not in the least due to the trade unions, which have more or less 
influenced all governments since the days of the revolution and have actually 
ruled in the background. We have made the mistake of fighting the governments 
in the past instead of fighting the trade unions with all our might and should now 
draw the appropriate conclusions from this past mistake."? 
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The Reichsverband leadership, which on the other hand wanted to stick 
with Brüning because it could not see a suitable programmatic and 
personnel alternative,? found itself in a difficult position as a result of this 
move: the RDI could not openly confront the moderate forces of heavy 
industry, as embodied by Paul Reusch, without calling into question its 
claim to be the leading industrial association. Kastl opted for a cautious 
compromise course, involving the RDI in the anti-trade union battle 
strategy he demanded,* but avoiding direct opposition to the Reich 
Chancellor.’ 

The attack on the Brüning cabinet from all sides, which began at the end 
of September and beginning of October, was marked by the convening of 
the Reichstag on October 13, 1931. Emergency Ordinance to Safeguard the 
Economy and Finances" (published on October 6) and the meeting of the 
"National Opera" in Harzburg on October 11, the only question for the 
incumbent government was whether it could survive the next few days 
politically in conflict with interest groups of all shades. 

In this situation, the industrialists organized in the Langnam and Mining 
Association were determined to refuse Brüning any support and thus play 
their part in bringing down the cabinet. In the ongoing negotiations to settle 
the wage dispute in the Ruhr mining industry, the employers insisted on an 
extreme wage reduction of 12%, which, as Reich Labour Minister 
Stegerwald openly stated, was "unachievable because the income of the 
workforce "was already partly below the rate of the welfare unemployment 
benefit" and therefore "unrest" in the Ruhr area could not be ruled out.° The 
Reich Chancellor, whose mediation proposal to extend the existing wage 
regulation for 1-2 months met with the firm rejection of the employers' 
representatives, was finally forced to regulate the state of no collective 
bargaining in the Ruhr mining industry on October 1 by means of an 
emergency decree,’ which again provoked protests from Saxon industry 
(Wittke),® but also criticism from Paul Reusch.? The managing director of 
the Langnam Association, Max Schlenker, stated that the "serious 
language" of the petition of July 30, 1931 had "by no means had a rousing 
effect" and that he was firmly convinced that Briining would "no longer 
throw the wheel around".! As Springorum also emphasized at a meeting 
with the Chancellor, constructive cooperation with the incumbent cabinet 
was therefore no longer an option for the Langnam Association in 
September 1931!!. 

In contrast, the Reichsverband sought to remain in contact with the 
government and not to proceed "in the direction of an open attack", as Paul 
Reusch wished.'? The meeting between the RDI leadership and the 
government, which only came about as a result of massive pressure from 
Kastl 1 
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Reich Chancellor on September 18, 1931!4 confirmed this more flexible, 
generally cooperative line of the moderate industrial wing. Nevertheless, 
Duisberg did not shy away from openly expressing that the "confidence" 
that industry had repeatedly expressed in Briining had "declined alarmingly 
in the last two months" and had "in part already turned into the conviction 
that the Reich Chancellor was no longer in a position to master the 
continuing deterioration of our situation".!> 

Brüning replied, not without sharpness, that only serious mistakes in the 
private sector (Nordwolle scandal, etc.) had led to the complete collapse of 
German credit and that, moreover, the "speed at which the mistakes of the 
past were rectified" would be determined by "political viability". For 
tactical reasons, the government could not publish a comprehensive overall 
program because otherwise the opposition would be too strong. However, it 
is "determined to take the right and unpopular path." With a clear warning 
to industry, the Chancellor then pointed out the consequences of his 
possible downfall: 


"If certain circles come to believe that his time is over and that someone else 
must take responsibility, then the responsibilities must be determined at that 
moment so that the future can decide who created the catastrophe. He would find 
ways and means to arrest those responsible at the appropriate moment so that they 
would never be able to evade this responsibility later by misleading the people."!® 


Kastl, like Duisberg, was not unimpressed by Briining's monitum,!’ 
emphasized that the Reichsverband was still prepared to "cooperate 
extensively" and "assume joint responsibility", but that the government, for 
its part, since it was "dependent on the participation of the individual 
economic classes due to the extensive elimination of the political parties", 
must also listen to them and give them the opportunity "to express their 
views."!8 

The participation of the Reich Chancellor!? in the farewell ceremony for 
the outgoing President of the Reichsverband, Duisberg, on September 25, 
1931 underlined the government's interest in constructive cooperation. 
Brüning took the opportunity to once again promote the policies of his 
cabinet and asked for understanding that "radical solutions" could not be 
taken immediately in domestic and foreign policy. For major successes, it 
was important "to choose the right time, to allow the understanding of the 
population to grow, sometimes in stages, sometimes suddenly with 
reforms that affect all sections of the population", without losing 
sight of "the ultimate goal".*° Brüning 
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thus precisely described the tactical path of his restoration concept, but left 
his actual political goals unclear. This appeal was therefore no longer able 
to bridge the growing distance between big business and the Imperial 
Cabinet. 

On September 29, 1931, the "Joint Declaration of German Business 
Associations",*! , which was not entirely wrongly seen as a "general 
attack"? against Brüning and his government system, burst into the tense 
domestic political situation, which was further exacerbated by the 
devaluation of the British pound on September 20. Notwithstanding the 
moderating role of the Reichsverband23 , the ten most important business 
associations were "sharply critical" of a "politically dictated economic 
system" that vacillated back and forth between capitalism and socialism and 
resulted in "capitalism being blamed for the mistakes of socialism". German 
politics must recognize that there can be "no compromise" between socialist 
and capitalist economic methods, and it must therefore "openly and 
unreservedly" commit itself to the "individualist" economic system. In 
detail, this demanded a "further extensive reduction of tasks and 
expenditure in the entire public sector", an "individual wage structure" 
through the elimination of declarations of liability, an "adjustment of the far 
excessive burdens to what is economically possible" and finally the "final 
elimination of all remnants of the forced economy." "If the government," 
concluded the business associations' statement, "acts quickly in the 
direction outlined, then, but only then, can it be sure of the support of all 
responsible German citizens who believe in the future of the German 
fatherland."** 

In principle, these demands were not new. Even ifit had already become 
a kind of compulsory exercise to take a trenchant position on interests 
immediately before a new emergency decree appeared, as was now 
expected again at the beginning of October,” , the unusually massive 
form of the petition was bound to attract attention. Briining himself tried to 
take the high road and declared on September 30 that he regarded "the great 
manifesto of the German business associations not as a declaration of war 
on the cabinet, but as extensive support for government policy".?° However, 
under pressure from the SPD and trade unions, the Chancellor felt 
compelled to backtrack from this position the very next day, adding that he 
had "in no way" declared "that the principles contained in the petition of the 
associations represented the program of the Reich government."?’ 
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2. The reshuffle of the Brüning government 


Further developments in October 1931 showed that the appeal by the 
business associations on September 29 was only a comparatively harmless 
attack on the Brüning cabinet. In the run-up to the meeting of the "National 
Opposition" in Harzburg on October 11, flanking measures were introduced 
to shake Hindenburg's confidence in the Chancellor. In the days from 
September 29 to the beginning of October, Hindenburg received 
"basketfuls" of letters from the "best men in the German Reich", who 
unanimously spoke out against Briining and his policies and sought to clear 
the way for a national right-wing government in unity with the "Harzburg 
Front!" 2 

The Reichsverband kept a low profile and stayed away from the 

Harzburg conference, albeit after a "fierce debate".*? In contrast, the circles 
of the Rhine-Westphalian heavy industry grouped around the Mining 
Association under the leadership of E. Brandi threatened the DVP with the 
most severe pressure if the party did not finally part company with Briining. 
In an "ultimatum" handed over to party chairman Dingeldey on October 3, 
1931, Brandi demanded no less from the DVP for the Reichstag 
negotiations beginning on October 13 than: "a) Abandon its previous 
position on the government and join the opposition. 
b) An end to the unilateral emergency decrees. c) Participation in the vote 
of no confidence in the government." If the DVP parliamentary group did 
not comply with these conditions, the industrial initiators of the action 
would immediately withdraw their group from the People's Party. To 
underline these demands, a personal meeting between Brandl and 
Dingeldey was scheduled for October 8.3! 

An initiative by Wilhelm Cuno, the former Reich Chancellor and current 
Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Hamburg-America Line, was 
launched at the highest level. Through Hindenburg's son, Cuno procured the 
On October 5, Cuno gained access to the Reich President and made detailed 
proposals for a cabinet reshuffle that would take into account the interests 
of the economy. The cabinet list presented by Cuno envisaged von Neurath 
or von Hassell as Foreign Minister under Briining's chancellorship, Essen's 
Lord Mayor Bracht as Interior Minister, Vögler or Springorum as 
Economics Minister and von Schlieben or Schmitz (IG Farben) as Finance 
Minister.°? 

At the same time, Cuno drafted an economic manifesto that was to serve 
as the basis for future government work. The ideas expressed in this 
memorandum essentially coincided with the declaration of the business 
associations of 29 September 1931 and thus represented a pure business 
program. To implement this 
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Politics, Cuno also proposed the establishment of an "Economic Advisory 
Council",?? which would act as a kind of "Crown Council" to the Reich 
President** and ensure "support and advice from the leading forces in the 
economy". Fifteen personalities were proposed for this committee, most of 
whom were prominent figures from Western industry, but also included 
representatives of the chemical and electrical industries, banks, agriculture 
and others.*> Overall, however, big industry clearly dominated: after all, 
nine of the fifteen candidates from Cuno's "Economic Advisory Board" 
belonged to the RDI's Presidium or Senate. 

Nevertheless, it is unlikely that Cuno acted in direct coordination with 
the leadership of the RDI or the western economy.’ A ministerial 
candidacy by Springorum or Vögler under Briining's chancellorship could 
no longer be seriously debated in October 1931.37 The naming of Count 
Roedern as a minister without a portfolio for the tasks of "Reich reform" 
must also raise eyebrows: After tensions within the "Bund zur Erneuerung 
des Reiches" (League for the Renewal of the Reich), which was promoted 
by Reusch in particular, during 1930/31, Roedern had meanwhile stepped 
down from the leadership in favor of Gessler and could now hardly be 
considered the candidate of industry.** It is probably more correct to say 
that Cuno was essentially acting on his own initiative and not without 
personal ambition*? , as his appointment to the Economic Advisory Council 
that was later actually formed confirmed. 

Baron v. Brandenstein approached the Reich Chancellor with similar 
plans: according to his ideas, before the Harzburg Front convened on 
October 11 and the Reichstag on October 13, "something must absolutely ... 
something must happen ... in the direction of absorbing the strong 
dissatisfaction that is being felt in the widest circles ... ... in the widest 
circles". For this reason, a "supreme economic management" was to be 
formed, which would be available to the government as an "advisory and 
collaborative body". v. Brandenstein left no doubt as to the constitutional 
nature of this institution: "I do not want to use the word dictatorship, I 
would also consider this term questionable from the outside, but in the 
sense it is meant." This "OWL" was to comprise no more than 4-5 
personalities, for whom concrete proposals were again made in the form of 
Warmbold or v. Knebel-Döberitz, Privy Councillor Schmitz, von 
Moellendorf and Privy Councillor Bachem.*? 

The Briining cabinet was no longer able to counter this onslaught from 
all sides41 . The Reich Chancellor therefore submitted his resignation on 
October 7, 1931, which was accepted by Reich President Hindenburg. 
However, the re-entrustment of the old Chancellor with the formation of the 
new government showed that the attempts to completely eliminate Briining 
had not yet met with immediate success. It remained obvious, however, that 
Brüning's position vis-a-vis the Reichspräsident 
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was decisively weakened and the basis for further cooperation based on 
trust was no longer given.* 

The cabinet reshuffle completed on 9 October hardly realized the 
required shift of the government's base to the right: with the exception of the 
"expert" Warmbold (IG Farben), who took over the Ministry of Economics, 
no new ministers were included in the government, but only Curtius, Wirth 
and von Guérard, who were unpleasant to Hindenburg, were dismissed 
from their posts.*? The new cabinet list therefore fell far short of the wishes 
of the circles around the Reich President, but was possible because Brüning 
was still able to benefit from the bonus of his key position in government 
politics. The Chancellor's efforts to hold on to a pseudo-democratic 
parliamentarianism for the time being and therefore not to break ties with 
the Social Democrats also corresponded to this goal of finally replacing the 
reparations.** Gessler's candidacy as Minister of the Interior failed not least 
because of this point,“ even if formal reservations on the part of the Reich 
President and feelings of rivalry within the Reichswehr (Schleicher and 
Groener) ultimately tipped the scales.* 

The fact that the government's support had dwindled to a minimum, 
even in moderate industrial circles, was demonstrated not least by Brüning's 
futile attempt to win Paul Silverberg as a leading representative of Western 
industry to join the cabinet. As early as June 1931, there had been reports 
that Silverberg was to be entrusted with the Ministry of Economics or 
Finance.’ At the time, Silverberg was apparently more than willing to take 
on public responsibility.48 However, in mid-1931, Brüning, who had "very 
great confidence" in Silverberg, feared that his inclusion in the cabinet 
would increase "rising anti-Semitism" and did not put these concerns to rest 
until it was too late in the face of an increasingly threatening opposition.*” 

On Thursday, October 8, Silverberg was "ordered" to see the Reich 
Chancellor, who asked him "immediately and almost without introduction" 
whether he was prepared to join the cabinet as Minister of Transport. 
Although the Ministry of Transport "in itself ... The main thing was to win 
Silverberg "as a representative of the economy for the cabinet". When asked 
about the principles of future financial, economic and social policy, the 
Chancellor responded rather evasively and vaguely and avoided committing 
himself to a precisely defined program. Silverberg then stated "as 
necessary" that he "could only enter a cabinet with the consent and support 
of [his] industrial friends in the West", but that he "did not have the 
conviction that [his] industrial friends, especially the Western economy, 
were behind [him]; that [he] in particular did not have the conviction that he 
could bring the Reich Chancellor what he wanted". 
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that [he] did not feel strong enough to enter the government as the only 
industrialist, but had the urgent wish, if the country's need made it 
necessary to enter the government, not to be alone." 

Silverberg was therefore not prepared to perform a mere alibi function in 
the new cabinet and rightly feared a lack of support from the Ruhr industry. 
The following day, Vögler and Schmitz were therefore consulted by 
Brüning and the possibility of including Dorpmüller in the government as a 
fourth figure from industry was even discussed. However, Vögler pointed 
out in these talks that the "disgruntlement ... was too great" and that even if 
Silverberg were to run at the same time, he did not know "whether he would 
have the absolute backing of Western industry in particular."*° 

Brüning's efforts to win Silverberg for the cabinet in order to secure his 
policy vis-a-vis the heavy industrial opposition were unsuccessful. His 
concept of joining the government, if at all, then only with three or four 
other industrial representatives, namely Schmitz and Vögler, in order to 
have a "sufficiently strong position against purely political efforts on the 
economic, financial and social policy side,"*! contradicted the basic line of 
Brining's policy of keeping free of a purely "interest-based policy" despite 
a clear private capitalist orientation. The appointment of Vögler and 
Schmitz also provoked the Chancellor's reserve due to the critical situation 
of the companies they represented.°? 

The internal events during the cabinet reshuffle in the fall of 1931 
confirmed the unbridgeable distance between the government and Western 
industry. Even Silverberg, who at the height of the banking crisis had 
pleaded with the Langnam Association for active support for Briining while 
recognizing the primacy of politics, no longer felt able to take an open 
position by joining the cabinet. Nevertheless, Silverberg and Schmitz 
immediately agreed to participate in the "Economic Advisory Council" that 
Brüning had brought up in the negotiations of October 8 and 9, 1931, while 
Vogler adopted a wait-and-see attitude, albeit not fundamentally opposed.> 
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3. The fall of Brüning 


The general attack of the "National Opposition" on the Brüning 
government, presented on the occasion of the large demonstration of the 
"Harzburg Front" on October 11, 1931, was at least indirectly supported by 
heavy industry. While the Reichsverband refrained from participating in the 
Harzburg meeting,’* the Langnam Association and the North-West 
Employers' Association sent their syndici Schlenker and Grauert,”° who, 
alongside other leading lobbyists such as Blank,” von Gilsa?’” and 
Heinrichsbauer*® , expressed their interest in the creation of a united front 
against the current "system". 

The leading representatives of western industry such as Reusch, 
Springorum and Poensgen probably agreed with the basic line of the 
"National Opposition",°? but were not prepared to come out openly.‘" 
Schacht, whose Harzburg speech quickly became the focus of public 
interest,°! did not hesitate to criticize it harshly: "It was a pity that industry 
was missing in Harzburg. The industry will lose its very life if it continues 
to go along with the current system and lacks the courage of its 
convictions."®” Von Gilsa also regretted "that not a single one of the real 
industry leaders was present". For all those in "leading positions" in 
industry, there was a "necessity" to "take more personal interest in political 
matters than before. It would probably be too late to step forward at the last 
moment, when the die has already been cast." 

There were two reasons for the outwardly demonstrated "restraint" of 
heavy industry: firstly, a certain fear on the part of industry of direct 
economic pressure from the imperial government could not be overlooked. 
The dependence on state contracts prevented the representatives of the large 
corporations in the West from openly campaigning against the cabinet. In 
the run-up to the formation of the "Harzburg Front", Treviranus, apparently 
on behalf of Brüning, let it be known to Reusch and Springorum "that much 
of the Chancellor's future decisions would of course depend on who from 
the business community, for example, would attend the meeting in 
Harzburg."® Added to this was Briining's barely veiled threat to pass on 
details of scandalous events within big business and the banking industry to 
the public if he were to fall. Moreover, Brüning's now more clearly 
recognizable,°’ graduated revision concept still had no personnel or 
programmatic alternative, as was also recognized in far-right industrial 
circles.° In particular, the role of the NSDAP within the anti-republican 
alliance did not yet emerge with the desired precision; the unmistakable 
dissonance during the meeting of the "National Opposition" in Harzburg on 
October 11 confirmed this impression. 
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Even the intensified efforts of Funk, for example, to dispel doubts about the 
NSDAP's economic policy course had no noticeable success, as the reaction 
to his lecture at the Berlin Herrenclub on October 16 showed.” 

For the Chancellor, however, all this only meant a grace period until the 
breakthrough in reparations policy: as Count von Westarp correctly saw, the 
domestic and foreign policy risk of the "National Opposition" taking over 
the government in the fall of 1931 was still too great: 


"Anyone who is not sure of the right-wing opposition's ability to govern.... 
must currently consider the price of such an attempt to be too high. The attempt 
not only jeopardizes the success of Brüning's foreign policy work through a 
change of leader in the midst of a unified campaign, but also conjures up 
exacerbations of the crisis from the outside. Domestically, no one can deny the 
danger that a Hitler-Hugenberg government with the trade unions and the Social 
Democratic Party would also drive very large masses of the working class onto 
the streets and to the side of the Communists. If the right-wing opposition under 
Hitler's leadership were to fail in this attempt, as I very much fear, it would be an 
irreparable loss for the national movement itself for a long time to come. Only 
after the creditors' accord and the revision of the tribute and after the beginning 
of better conditions will it be necessary and possible to attempt a National 
Socialist-led right-wing government - unfortunately, the German National 
leadership is practically out of the question." 


Briining's emerging success in April 19327? on the reparations issue was 
therefore also his end: After the Chancellor had secured Hindenburg's re- 
election, the "socialist" parliamentary rule in Prussia had been broken (state 
elections on April 24, 1932) and thus the switch to a right-wing coalition in 
the Reich including the NSDAP was within the realm of possibility, the 
only thing left to do was to find an occasion to change the government. In 
this situation, the push by the Grand Agrarians against the settlement 
program, branded as "agrarian Bolshevism", was enough to trigger the 
cabinet crisis and bring about Briining's resignation on 30 May 1932.74 As 
envisaged in the strategic plans of the Reichswehr leadership and the Reich 
President, it was left to the new Reich Chancellor Franz von Papen to chalk 
up the goal of Briining's tenacious revision policy, namely the abolition o f 
reparations,” as a success for himself and his government of "national 
concentration". 

In terms of constitutional policy, Brüning's fall was a consequence of his 
absolute loyalty to the Reich President and the presidential system.” 
Emancipating the Chancellor from his role as the Reich President's 
representative could perhaps have fundamentally changed the situation.’* 
The majority question in the Reichstag was before the July 1932 election, as 
the continued toleration of the cabinet showed, 
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However, such an attempt would have meant a tendency to focus back on 
parliament, which Brü- ning ruled out from the outset. 

In this context, it is not without interest that the leadership of the 
Reichsverband, which in the fall of 1931 was almost alone in its willingness 
to support the Chancellor,” stuck to this line until the very end. In April 
1932, for example, the executive member of the presidium, Kastl, once 
again made intensive efforts to free Paul Reusch, who had meanwhile 
switched to the National Socialist camp, from his alliance with Hitler and at 
least to commit him to a neutral stance towards the Brüning government.®*? 
At a meeting with Brüning and Stegerwald on May 13, 1932, in which 
fundamental questions of job creation, settlement, tax and financial policy 
were discussed,*! leading representatives of the RDI and the VDA (Kastl, 
Kraemer, Brauweiler and Köttgen) gained an extremely positive impression 
of the Chancellor and his plans.8 The negotiations, which were brought to a 
close "on the best of terms"? , were followed on 
On May 17, Kastl and Briining had a meeting lasting several hours, from 
which the Executive Member of the RDI presidency again took away the 
"very best impression".** Brüning himself reported that on this occasion he 
had been warned in particular of General von Schleicher's intrigues against 
the cabinet: Kastl and Bücher? assured the Chancellor of the backing of the 
"prudent men of the economy" if he wanted to take up the fight against 
Schleicher personally.*° 

While the Langnam Association, continuing its policy of fall 1931, had 
already given up on the cabinet at this point and tried to influence 
Goerdeler, who was being discussed as the successor to Warmbold, who 
had resigned as Minister of Economic Affairs at the beginning of May 
1932, to refuse to accept the ministerial office and not to follow Brining's 
"siren calls",8’ the "Bayerischer Industriellen-Verband" (BIV) urgently 
requested a visit by the Reich Chancellor to Munich, as this would be 
"extremely important for strengthening and spreading confidence in the 
current Reich Cabinet". According to the BIV, the most recent election 
results also showed that "wide circles still generally adhered to the present 
imperial policy".®® The surprising fall of Brüning thus also met with the 
open disapproval of the new Reichsverband president, Krupp von Bohlen 
und Halbach, in line with the RDI's previous line. This was also associated 
with a clear reserve towards the new von Papen government.®*? 

The attitude of the predominantly export-oriented industrial circles 
mentioned here proves that the Chancellor's hasty replacement did not 
correspond to the policy of industry as a whole. The conflict-ridden cartel 
of interests of large-scale agriculture and heavy industry was opposed by an 
economically powerful industrial group which, especially after 
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solution to the reparations issue and a change in monetary policy,” could 
well have provided a basis for the continued existence of the Brüning 
cabinet. 
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VIII. The deflation policy Brüning 


The specific objectives of Brüning's economic and financial policy 
contributed significantly to the turning away of important industrial circles 
from the government. However rigorously the pro-cyclical economic 
policy pursued in accordance with conventional economic theory and the 
official agreements of the business associations was applied, there was no 
sign of the crisis being overcome, in fact the opposite was the case. The 
Reich Chancellor consciously accepted the internal repercussions of his 
austerity policy, which broadened the foundation for the rise of National 
Socialism with the social impoverishment of the masses, in consideration of 
his ambitious goal of restoring the Hohenzollern monarchy after resolving 
the reparations issue, from mid-1931 at the latest.! After the original plan to 
force a revision of reparations and the Treaty of Versailles through an" 
export offensive" had become pointless as a result of the failure of the 
German-Austrian customs union and finally the collapse of German credit 
in the banking crisis,” the Chancellor's aim was to set the revision 
mechanism of the Young Plan in motion by proving Germany's inability to 
pay. 

Internally, this path demanded strict adherence to the deflation policy. 
On the other hand, the banking crisis in particular had cast doubt on the 
traditional liberal economic theory: The widespread thesis that in 1931 there 
were still no alternative concepts in the sense of the anti-cyclical economic 
policy later theorized by Keynes, or at least that Briining knew nothing 
about it, is incorrect, as the file material also confirms. For example, at the 
presidential and board meeting of the RDI on July 29, 1931, Silverberg 
spoke out in favour of combating deflation through a "temporary increase in 
the means of payment in circulation" and was clearly critical of the 
Reichsbank's hesitant policy.” At the ministerial meeting on August 3, 
which was also attended by experts from the business world, Silverberg also 
developed a plan to relieve the municipalities of their short-term debt. To 
this end, treasury bills from the Reich or the federal states were to be issued 
in the total amount of 2 billion Reichsmarks.* Warmbold, who later became 
Reich Minister of Economics, pointed out in the same 
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At the same meeting, he pointed out the problem of stimulating the 
domestic market and advocated short-term domestic loans to cover goods 
because, as he correctly saw it, the shortage of working capital resulting 
from the deduction of foreign loans would "tie up" production and lead to 
additional unemployment.° Privy Councillor Schmitz (IG Farben) also 
advocated expanding the credit volume "without signs of inflation". 
Silverberg supported these considerations and emphasized that it was 
necessary to "realize real values. Temporary inflation should not become a 
permanent phenomenon." On the industrial side, only Vögler maintained 
that the low point of deflation and thus the moment for active 
countermeasures had not yet arrived.° 

This was the starting point for Brüning, who was not yet interested in an 
anti-cyclical economic policy for reasons of reparation policy. It is 
characteristic that the Reich Chancellor himself refused to accept long-term 
foreign loans, although he was aware that Germany could not "make do 
with the present circulation of capital". "If", said Brüning, "offers were 
accepted, this would make the solution of the reparations problem 
impossible. He would refuse any cooperation."’ Brüning also insisted on the 
primacy of the reparation policy to Reich Finance Minister Dietrich, who 
warned against the continuation of the deflation policy in a meeting in the 
Reich Chancellery on August 22, 1931 and pointed out the resulting 
dangers for the economy and banks. In this meeting, the Chancellor said 
"very clearly that," as Luther reported, "for foreign policy reasons, we must 
not abandon the current path of austerity."® Brüning was at least to some 
extent aware of the domestic economic consequences of a forced 
deflationary policy and its immanent crisis-aggravating effects: Already on 
the occasion of a meeting with representatives of the coal mining industry 
on June 25, 1931, the Reich Chancellor had thus rejected their demand for 
further wage cuts with the correct argument that "this would further reduce 
purchasing power ... There was a realization in the manufacturing industry 
that if wages continued to be cut, sales would continue to deteriorate." 
Brüning was therefore well aware of the deflation mechanism: his 
repeatedly documented intention to devalue the Reichsmark by 20% once 
the reparations issue had been resolved,!® also confirms that economic 
policy was not primarily geared towards combating the crisis and 
eliminating unemployment, but was subordinated to the primacy of foreign 
policy. 

For this reason, the RDI's important initiative of July 25, 1931, to bring 
about a more elastic monetary policy on the part of the Reichsbank was 
doomed to failure from the outset.!! The Reichsverband's proposals were 
rejected on the grounds that any measure should be avoided "which could 
be interpreted by the general public as a return to the practices of the 
inflationary era". 
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could be" was dismissed out of hand.!? Kastl then urged once again that the 
deflationary policy led by the Reichsbank should be corrected: 


"If the German economy does not want to suffer incalculable damage as a 
result of the events of the last few weeks, then it must be shown a great deal of 
concession in the granting of credit by carefully examining the purpose of the 
individual loans ... If we pursue these tendencies, it is ultimately because we 
believe that an exaggerated credit restriction ... can produce nothing other than the 
closure of more factories. However, it is important to maintain the efficient 
workplaces in order not to restrict the existing work opportunities, but to expand 
them. Only in this way can a disastrous increase in the unemployment rate be 
prevented. 

If we take this standpoint, it does not mean inflationary measures, but only a 
sensible regulation of credit and payment traffic, in which every single part of the 
economy and not least the government of thel3 Reich itself have an outstanding 
interest ..."3 


The government's response to this serious appeal was noncommittal and 
evasive; no concrete steps were taken.!* 

In October 1931, the monetary policy debate, which had been unhappily 
burdened by the "inflationary psy- chy"! from 1920-23, was further 
ideologized. The protagonists of an anti-cyclical economic policy saw 
themselves, especially after the sensational appearance of Hjalmar Schacht 
in Harzburg, who unilaterally linked the monetary policy alternative with 
the "National Opposition" movement, as belonging to the camp of the 
extreme right and the "catastrophe policy" advocated there.!° On October 
11, 1931, the "Frankfurter Zeitung" spoke of a "conspiracy" between 
Western industry and the "National Opposition" to bring about inflation.!” 
Kastl's harsh and factually justified rebuttal!’ did nothing to change the fact 
that the currency debate became increasingly taboo, at least in public. This 
development was not at all inconvenient for the Chancellor, as it removed 
his misguided economic and financial policy from fundamental criticism, 
even from moderate circles. In addition, the Reichsbank was held primarily 
responsible for the direction taken in the currency issue, and so the factually 
justified doubts about the correctness of government policy led to open 
opposition to Luther. Calls for Luther to be replaced by Schacht 
multiplied,!? and even Paul Reusch, Luther's main ally within western 
heavy industry, increasingly sought contact with the former Reichsbank 
president Schacht from the fall of 1931.20 

Internally, however, the currency debate continued unabated. Silverberg 
used the negotiations of the October/November 1931 
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The Economic Advisory Council, which was meeting for the first time, to 
once again promote a rudimentary anti-cyclical crisis policy. Brüning had, 
of course, only intended this committee, in whose constitution Silverberg 
also played a decisive role alongside Schmitz, Vögler, Bücher and Wolff,21 
to advise on the emergency decree of December 8, 1931, whereby the 
opposition from the business camp was to be included in the 
responsibility.” The high expectations of Ernst Brandi, for example, who 
wanted to see the Economic Advisory Council as "a kind of crown council 
to the Reich President", were therefore not fulfilled.” On the other hand, 
the government could not prevent alternative ideas from being discussed. 
Thus, in the negotiations from 10 to 12 November 1931, Silverberg 
presented a detailed plan with which a credit creation of 1-2 billion 
Reichsmarks was to be realized.” At the request of the Reichsbank, 
Silverberg worked out his proposal in writing, but was unsuccessful: in the 
deliberations of the Economic Advisory Council on November 16, his ideas 
were rejected, particularly at the instigation of Luther, but also of the Reich 
Chancellor and the Reich Minister of Economics.” 

Atthe main committee meeting ofthe DIHT on December 3, 1931, there 
was an open dispute between the "reformers" and the supporters of the 
deflation policy, which was given a special accent by the intervention of the 
Reich government. In a direct, not without personal sharpness, duel with 
Reichsbank President Luther, Silverberg once again demanded the 
expansion of the credit volume with the utmost urgency.” The Reich 
government reacted to the opposition, which was gradually becoming 
dangerous, in an unusual way. The Chancellor insisted to the DIHT 
leadership that the press release about the main committee meeting be 
completely censored insofar as it referred to Silverberg's alternative credit 
policy plans.’ Silverberg, who had apparently not been made aware of 
Brining's intervention, then complained to Hamm (Executive Member of 
the DIHT Executive Board) that his remarks had "obviously been made 
worse by subsequent corrections. . . but above all ... had been distorted by 
abridgements": 


"In my remarks I have stated, in express contrast to the President of the 
Reichsbank, Dr. Luther, that interest rate reductions are not able to stop a slipping 
economy from sliding, but that they are necessary in order to bring about an 
upswing in the economy from a low point. I have also said that, in my opinion, the 
time has now come ... and that is also the decisive point from the point of view of 
the economy with regard to the necessary expansion of the volume of credit and 
the reduction of the discount rate. If we do not finally decide to revive the internal 
market, we will not be able to integrate the unemployed into the work process. 
This includes a 
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unconditional interaction economic policy with monetary 
measures. "?8 


While Brüning had once again succeeded in preventing the 
uncomfortable discussion by means of pressure, this issue led to a cabinet 
crisis within the government a few days later, which was concealed from 
the public. In overall agreement with the ideas developed by Schmitz and 
Silverberg, the Reich Minister of Economics, Warmbold, who had only 
been appointed to the cabinet in October 1931, objected to the deflationary 
emergency decree of December 8, 1931.7? Reichsbank President Luther, as 
a representative of "pure doctrine", countered that the private sector "simply 
includes an independent monetary policy" which "can only adapt to 
economic conditions and not create economic conditions."°° When Brüning, 
who on the other hand recognized the necessity of an active economic 
policy, but only after the reparations issue had been resolved,?! refused to 
address Warmbold's concerns, the latter submitted his resignation (8 
December 1931) and demanded the withdrawal of his signature from the 
emergency decree, which the Chancellor was forced to grant(!).”? However, 
in view of the threat to the government and the forthcoming presidential 
election, Warmold remained in the cabinet for the time being.*? 

The memorandum "Money and Credit Reform" published at the end of 
January 1932 by Ernst Wagemann, President of the Reich Statistical Office 
and Head of the Institute for Economic Research, represented the 
preliminary high point in this development. Developed in consultation with 
Schmitz, Moellendorf, Bachern and Warmbold** , Wagemann's plan?‘ 
aimed to increase the liquidity of the banks and implied a new form of 
money creation.’ The Reich Chancellor, embarrassed to the utmost, 
therefore tried, not without success, to play down Wagemann's proposals in 
public, who, as the leading head of the "reformers", still had undisputed 
authority. Internally, Brüning categorically rejected the Wagemann plan 
with reference to the reparations policy: "Foreign countries would believe 
that Germany would now try to improve its economy by artificially creating 
credit and avoid paying reparations."*’ Warmbold and Dietrich, who saw a 
correct approach in the memorandum, agreed with the Chancellor's basic 
line of refraining from pursuing the proposals for the time being.*® 
Fundamental opposition derived from a flawed economic theory came only 
from Reichsbank President Luther, who saw the Wagemann Plan as 
"inflation" per se.°? This very argument, which was not decisive for the 
cabinet's rejection, was cited to the public as the main reason for the 
government's hesitant stance.” 
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Once again, the advance of the "reformers" was successfully halted. 
Silverberg, who was close to the Wagemann circle*! and, according to his 
own statement, was regarded as "the exponent of the demand for an 
increase in the volume of credit'* also had no decisive success with his 
efforts to bring about a reorientation of monetary policy in March/April 
1932.8 The comment that "not a word ... more abuse than with the 
permanent painting on the wall of inflation"** was not convincing within the 
Reichsverband, in which the VDMA (Lange) represented the opposing 
position“ . 

The main reason for the relative failure of the "reformers" was the fact 
that the representatives of a Keynesian policy did not always know how to 
optimally coordinate their actions and, such as the Reich Minister of 
Economics Warmbold, sometimes acted in a contradictory manner.“ This 
also applied to Silverberg, who at times advocated the primacy of foreign 
policy to the detriment of economic policy, in line with Brüning, and thus 
lacked ultimate consistency.*’ The decisive factor, however, was that the 
Chancellor burdened the correct alternative proposals with the odium of 
"inflation" before the public,** in order to secure the freedom for his 
reparation policy goals. A direct repercussion of Briining and Luther's 
intransigent attitude was that the "National Opposition" was voluntarily 
given a new, effective field of action: While Brüning's and Luther's support 
in Western industry had almost completely dwindled due to their misguided 
economic policies, the former Reichsbank president Schacht offered 
himself more and more clearly as the seemingly only possible alternative. 
Notwithstanding his Harzburg speech, Schacht was also increasingly 
gaining influence in moderate business circles“? so that Silverberg's 
forthcoming "Deutsche Führerbriefe" even advocated his candidacy for 
Reich President in the spring of 1932.°° 

Briining's excessive deflation policy therefore did not, as has recently 
been claimed again, correspond to a "consensus" in which the divisive 
social forces of the Weimar Republic finally came together,>! but, on the 
contrary, worked directly into the hands of National Socialism: firstly, this 
policy contributed significantly to the great successes of the NSDAP in the 
1931/32 elections by increasing the party's reservoir of votes through the 
social threat to broad sections of the population. However, it then provided 
the NSDAP with a potential programmatic alternative through the 
artificially maintained monetary policy debate deficit, which made the 
National Socialists more attractive to leading representatives of the 
economy. The rapprochement between business and National Socialism, 
which reached an initial high point in the spring of 1932, must be seen not 
least against this background. 


Notes on chapter VIII on pp. 247-50 117 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter IX. Large-scale industry and the 
NSDAP in the Brüning era 


IX. Large-scale industry and the NSDAP in the era 
Brüning 


1. August Heinrichsbauer and the Strasser wing of the NSDAP 


The first sporadic contacts between big business and national socialism 
date back well into the 1920s. Probably the most important document from 
the early days of these connections is the 1927 memorandum "The Road to 
Resurgence", which Hitler had written at Emil Kirdorf's special request and 
made available to him for distribution in business circles.! In this secret 
brochure, the dual strategy of radical socialist propaganda on the outside 
and private capitalist system orientation on the inside was already clearly 
laid out.” More intensive observation of the NSDAP program began during 
the economic crisis of 1929/30. Leading major industrialists paid particular 
attention to the analysis of the Radi syndic Hans Reupke "The Economic 
System of Fascism" from the summer of 1930.4 After the Reichstag 
elections on September 14, contacts intensified considerably, but were still 
restricted to a limited circle of people. August Heinrichsbauer played an 
important role here. As publisher of the "Rhei- nisch-Westfälischer 
Wirtschaftsdienst", he was closely connected to heavy industry, especially 
mining, without being its mouthpiece.> Through the "Economic Propaganda 
Department", which was newly established at the RDI in October 1930, 
mainly on the initiative of the mining association® , and to which the 
working areas "Economic Program of the Political Parties, in particular the 
National Socialist Workers' Party of Germany" and "The Economic System 
of Fascism" were assigned,’ Heinrichsbauer repeatedly distributed various 
exposés in which the promotion of a corporative-fascist order was barely 
concealed.® In December 1930, he submitted an internal report on 
"discussions with leaders of the national opposition? , which was received 
by Reusch and Luther, among others. In the hitherto unnoticed record, 
Heinrichs-bauer outlined the more radical position of Goebbels and the 
Berlin NSDAP, which he contrasted with the more moderate view of the 
Reich's head of organization, Gregor Strasser, and the NSDAP's economic 
policy advisor, Dr. Wagener,!° : 


"Dr. Goebbels, the Berlin leader of the NSDAP and known as a representative of 
the sharper direction within this party, is firmly convinced that the NSDAP will soon 
gain an absolute majority in parliament. He rejects 
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rejects all so-called half-measures, and instead resolutely and consistently pursues the 
goal of achieving total power through the NSDAP, which he is determined to enforce 
and maintain by all means ... 

He sees the relationship with business and entrepreneurship as purely political. In 
the event that the business community goes along with the national opposition, he is 
willing to recognize and support it, but ifthe business community supports the current 
system, he will fight it in the strongest possible terms. Goebbels said that it was 
indefensible to carry out wage cuts in favor of the present internal political system 
and in favor of reparations; he must absolutely reject support for such measures. On 
the other hand, he would place himself completely at the disposal of the business 
community if it declared, for example, that it would reject any financing of the 
current system (including through tax payments) and would join with the workers in 
opposing the continuation of the bleeding of the economy. . " 


According to Heinrichsbauer, the Reich leadership of the NSDAP in 
Munich and Gregor Straser in particular took a "more moderate standpoint": 
They were well aware of the dangers of the unconditional implementation 
ofthe NSDAP's goals and consequently did not reject support from other 
groups." Strasser took the following position on economic issues: 


"The prerequisite for a clean state is property; I am unreservedly committed to it, 
although I do not include the profits made through stock market speculation in the 
concept of property ... The NSDAP is also based on the principle of performance and 
responsibility in economic matters; for this reason it is against economic democracy. 
Those who can do more and work more should also have more; those who believe 
they can eliminate personal initiative are fools. I am opposed to the corporations and 
trusts that eliminate personal responsibility and that have in some cases become more 
powerful than the state; these corporations and trusts must be eliminated so that the 
free entrepreneurial personality can once again take center stage. 

Producers and consumers will never be able to agree completely; there must 
therefore be an honest broker above both who helps both impartially, but this is a 
clean state. Up to now, industry has focused most of its energy on an over-expansion 
of exports, thereby damaging the domestic market. But the liberal dream of the global 
economy is over; the face of the economy must therefore be turned from the world 
market to the domestic market; but this is tantamount to revitalizing new strength for 
agriculture. I am committed to austerity in all possible forms and to the dismantling of 
unnecessary exports. It is a question here of implementing the creation of new power 


to gain new space; the commitment to the national economy is also based on this. . 
"i 


Through Heinrichsbauer, and from mid-1931 also Funk, there was an 
increasing influence on the economic program of National Socialism,'* in 
order to prepare the NSDAP's ability to form a coalition with the bourgeois 
right. Heinrichsbauer tried to emphasize this alliance perspective as the only 
remaining alternative as early as December 1930. The report to Reusch 
summarizes as follows: 
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"It would be urgently desirable ifthe business community, which has so far hoped 
for the bourgeois parties in many of its leading figures but has been disappointed in 
its expectations, were soon to gain a more intimate relationship with the national 
opposition, which would have to go beyond occasional debates, lectures and so on. It 
is particularly important to consider how the economy can regain the political 
leadership it has lost by means of a correctly formulated association and economic 
policy. However, there is little point in distancing oneself from the current system on 
fundamental issues without simultaneously engaging with the national opposition. 
The time of 'as well as’ is probably over; the time for a fundamental political decision 
is approaching."!3 


In mid-1931, the "National Opposition", as Heinrichsbauer himself 
admitted at this time, did not yet have a viable "political and economic 
restructuring program" and was not in a position to assume government 
responsibility.'* The efforts to "draw up a German economic manifesto" 
initiated by the Bergbau-Verein in August 1931 with Heinrichsbauer's 
participation therefore had the express aim of filling this gap and carrying 
out the "preliminary work" for a synthesis of business interests and the 
programmatic orientation of the "National Opposition" "in view of the 
political changes that might be expected".!> 


2. Hitler's Industry Club speech and the election campaign 
agreement with Paul Reusch 


‘Hitler's appearance before the renowned Düsseldorf Industrial Club on 
January 26, 1932!’ marked an important stage in the process of the gradual 
rapprochement between big industry and national socialism. Hitler had not 
yet achieved the final "breakthrough with the captains of industry in West 
Germany", who had cleverly tuned in to the mentality of the entrepreneurs 
gathered there and placed the "fight against the trade unions" and the "role 
of personality"!® at the center of his remarks; but "the ice had broken, the 
National Socialist idea had found fertile ground in important and influential 
circles of the system".!? The crowds at the event and the interest in the 
policies of the NSDAP and its "leader" were so great",? that Gustav Krupp 
von Bohlen had to personally intervene with Karl Ha- niel, the organizer of 
Hitler's appearance, to reserve a place for Jacob Herle, the managing 
director of the Reich Association. Especially in his capacity as chairman of 
the RDI and as head of the Krupp companies, he had to "stay informed 
about such matters in the most precise manner".*! This meant 
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This did not mean general approval of the NSDAP program and did not 
imply the final rejection of Brüning for Krupp and the RDI management, 
but it did show that National Socialism had now become an important 
factor in the strategic planning of large-scale industry. 

Silverberg, who was still sceptical about National Socialism as a 
possible guarantor of bourgeois rule in Germany at the beginning of 1932, 
stayed away from the event, as did Otto Wolff and Carl Duisberg”” , and 
expressed his wait-and-see attitude in the "Deutsche Führerbriefe", which 
were close to him.” In contrast, Thyssen, who had been openly 
campaigning for the NSDAP since the fall of 1930, was able to score a 
major success when he brought Végler and Ernst Poensgen together with 
Hitler, Göring and Röhm at his Landsberg estate on January 27, 1932, the 
day after the Industry Club event. *4 


Paul Reusch's change of position, who had opposed the Briining cabinet 
in August/September 1931, was of decisive importance in the Ruhr 
industry's reorientation process.?° On the occasion of the Reich presidential 
election in spring 1932, which was characterized by the alternative of 
Hindenburg or Hitler, Reusch took the side of the "National Opposition" 
and for the first time openly advocated cooperation with the NSDAP. 
Reusch rejected Sahm's invitation to join the Hindenburg Committee for the 
re-election of the Reich President just as decisively?° as Duisberg's request 
to financially support Hindenburg's election campaign.?’ Within western 
industry, Reusch's change of heart contributed significantly to the fact that 
the Ruhrlade did not provide funds for Hindenburg's re-election, neither in 
the first nor in the second round.”® In the end, only Silverberg from heavy 
industry was prepared to actively support Hindenburg,” and even Krupp, 
who had previously made no secret of his support for Brüning, refused to do 
so in the second ballot.*° 

Seen against this background, the first meeting between the leading 
authority of the West, Paul Reusch, and Adolf Hitler in Munich on March 
19, 1932 (i.e. between the first and second rounds of the Reich presidential 
election) had a signal function.*'! In the two-hour conversation, Reusch 
sought above all to sound out the scope of the socialist and anti-capitalist 
tendencies within the NSDAP? and expressed his new framing strategy, 


"that he [Hitler] not only needed a first force for economic policy, but also one for 
financial, foreign and domestic policy, to whom the task of working out very 
clearly defined programs had to be assigned exclusively. When selecting these 
men, it would be less important whether they were 
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members of the National Socialist Party, it is much more important that they are 
professionally and technically qualified."?? 


Although Reusch did not consider Hitler's candidacy for the office of 
Reich President to be the optimal solution for the "National Opposition",>* 
he nevertheless agreed to a far-reaching election campaign agreement with 
the NSDAP. Reusch conceded to Hitler that he would maintain a kind of 
"truce" in the available press organs: Specifically, this agreement meant that 
the newspapers "Schwäbischer Merkur", "Fränkischer Kurier" and the 
"Münchner Neueste Nachrichten" (MNN), which were dependent on the 
Haniel Group, were instructed to at least take a "positive-neutral" stance 
towards Hitler's candidacy, i.e. to refrain from any journalistic support for 
Hindenburg, as had happened in some cases in the first round of the 
election.*> 

The insistent request from the Bavarian headquarters of the Hindenburg 
Committee, which was also registered in the Reich Chancellery, that 
Reusch should prompt the "Fränkischer Kurier" to change its front against 
Hitler,?° therefore had to remain unsuccessful from the outset. In fulfillment 
of the election campaign agreement with the NSDAP, Reusch intervened in 
response to a complaint by Hitler's private secretary, Rudolf Hess, that the 
MNN was continuing "vile attacks and suspicions" (while the "völkische 
Beobachter" maintained "absolute discipline"),*’ immediately to the MNN's 
publishing director, Betz,’ in order to enforce a more positive attitude of 
the newspaper towards Hitler's candidacy. At the same time, Reusch had a 
pamphlet on National Socialism distributed within the Ruhrlade at Fritz 
Thyssen's special request. 

The Reich government, which was quite well informed about these 
events, made a cautious attempt via Privy Councillor Kastl of the RDI to 
persuade Reusch to reconsider his position, but was no longer successful.* 
Reusch, making "no murder pit" of his heart, expressly confirmed his 
opposition to the Brii- ning cabinet and continued the attempt to enter into a 
working relationship with the National Socialists with undiminished 
intensity.*! 

The strategy of Western industry was to replace the "left-wing" 
government previously supported by the Centre and the Social Democrats 
with a decidedly "right-wing" government along the lines of the Harzburg 
model. In agreement with the leading forces in the Ruhrlade and the 
Langnam Association, Springorum postulated an active alliance policy 
between the middle classes and the NSDAP on March 22, 1932, three days 
after Reusch and Hitler met: 


"...The fact that in the creation of a right-wing government we cannot do without the 
cooperation of the NSDAP and must include it is already clear from 
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the importance of this party and the fact that we can only achieve a strong state 
co-commitment of the NSDAP through active cooperation (also supported by 
financial interest), which also allows us to try to bend the overly radical current 
within the NSDAP to some extent ..."* 


This line demanded two things: firstly, the creation of a politically 
capable "citizens' bloc" as a counterweight to Hitler, and secondly, the 
NSDAP's commitment to a non-socialist, private-capitalist economic 
concept. Even the first task proved to be extremely problematic: the 
discussion about the controversial party chairman of the DNVP, 
Hugenberg, flared up again. Reusch, Wilmowsky and Krupp were unable to 
prevail over Springorum, Vögler and Thyssen with their view of placing 
Gessler or Goer- deler at the head of the DNVP;* it was not even possible 
to bring about a meeting in the closest circles of big industry, as suggested 
by Wilmowsky and Krupp, because the individual views were too 
divergent. 


3. The shaft workplace 


Notwithstanding these disagreements, the thread to the NSDAP did not 
break: the attempt by a circle of industrialists around Paul Reusch to adapt 
the programmatic orientation of the NSDAP to the private capitalist point of 
view, which began immediately after the meeting with Hitler on 19 March 
1932, materialized in the establishment of the so-called "Arbeitsstelle 
Schacht", which was rightly emphasized by the new research, but whose 
actual significance is disputed. These efforts were certainly in continuity 
with Heinrichsbauer and Funk's first tentative attempts in 1931;*° however, 
they were given a qualitatively different status through a firmly 
institutionalized framework and the involvement of Hjalmar Schacht. The 
collaboration with Schacht, a publicly known supporter of Hitler's party 
since the Harzburg conference at the latest, made the Reusch group's 
rapprochement with National Socialism clear. It is important in this 
context that Schacht's opposition to the Young Plan had initially incurred 
the displeasure of the RDI, DIHT and also the Lang- nam Association?’ and 
had since met with almost insurmountable mistrust, especially from Privy 
Councillor Kastl.** In the course of the banking crisis, as Luther's 
professional incompetence became more and more obvious, there were 
increasing calls for Schacht to return to the top of the Reichsbank.”” These 
calls failed mainly due to Brü- ning, who was probably "conditional" on 
Schacht's abilities as a banking expert. 
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had "complete trust", but feared negative domestic and foreign policy 
consequences.*° After the Harzburg appearance, it had become even clearer 
that the reparations policy alternative concept, as propagated by Schacht in 
his paper "The End of Reparations"! , was linked to a fundamental 
domestic policy shift to the right and an alliance with the National 
Socialists. 

Schacht, who had his first meeting with Hitler on January 5, 1931,°? was 
counting on the success of the NSDAP and personally expected to be able 
to return to public responsibility after the National Socialists came to 
power. Under these conditions, industry's attempts in the fall of 1931 to 
enter into a closer working relationship with Schacht signaled the final 
departure from Brüning. Even Paul Reusch, Luther's loyal ally in western 
industry until then, sought increased contact with the former Reichsbank 
president from September/October 1931 and in December 1931 took note 
of Wilmowsky's proposal to build up Hjalmar Schacht as the new 
crystallization figure of the bourgeois collective movement with interest 
and approval in principle. This also meant that Luther's role in the 
"Alliance for the Renewal of the Reich" was played out for the time being. 
As a consequence of this development, the managing director of the BER, 
Adametz, now sought contact with the NSDAP via Gregor Strasser and his 
adjutant Paul Schulz in order to come closer to realizing the Reich's reform 
plans by harnessing the National Socialist potential.** In the end, the acting 
Reichsbank president was not even given the opportunity to give a lecture 
to Western industry that had been planned for March 1932 because, as 
Spring rum explained, such an event should rather not take place "for 
political reasons".55 

Seen against this background, Schacht's suggestion of 18. 

March 1932, 


"to influence the National Socialist economic ideas in a reasonable sense" and for 
this purpose "to engage for an initial period of about two years a gentleman who is 
extraordinarily experienced in financial and economic policy and who has been 
tested by me, in order to establish contact with Hitler's economic policy 
organizations through him and to work through and shape the problems with the 
gentlemen in such a way that an economic policy program for the National 
Socialist Party can result from this, which industry and commerce can support." 


was met with unreserved approval from the leading figures in Western 
industry.’ Paul Reusch, whom Schacht had approached directly, was able 
to refer to his conversation with Hitler on March 19, 1932, in which he had 
developed similar ideas.*® 

The "Arbeitsstelle", which had been set up at great expense, remained 
free after it was finally formally constituted in June 1932. 
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politically a "torso"5? and did not even begin to fulfill the tasks that were 
originally intended for it: In the final definition of the objectives of the 
"Arbeitsstelle", which Schacht sent to the Ruhrlade after the agreement in 
principle on the constitution of this body, there was now only talk ofa 


"institution working quietly and on a modest scale", whose "work" was initially 
only to be made "accessible" to those involved, whereby a joint decision was to be 
taken on its "utilization". Furthermore, it was intended "to maintain contact with 
two gentlemen commissioned by Mr. Adolf Hitler (Wilhelm Keppler and Leopold 
Plaichinger) in order to ensure, as far as possible, that the economic policy views 
expressed in the office were in line with the views held by the National Socialist 
side. . "°° 


Schacht had thus turned the original mission of the Arbeitsstelle from 
March 1932, namely to align the NSDAP's economic program with the 
needs of industry, into the exact opposite. One of the reasons for the 
undermining of the "Arbeitsstelle" was Schacht's decision to abandon the 
initially pursued idea of his own campaign in favor of active participation in 
the "Keppler Circle", which was being formed at the same time.‘! 
Nonetheless, the "Arbeitsstelle" (work place) projected in the spring of 
1932 did not represent a mere aberration for Schacht: on the contrary, it 
considerably facilitated his access to the relevant NSDAP committees.” 
The financial supporters and co-founders of the "Arbeitsstelle", Reusch, 
Vogler, Thyssen, Springorum and Krupp, who each subscribed a one-off 
contribution of 3,000 RM, left Schacht largely in the dark about his 
departure, so that the circle appeared to take up its activities as planned. 

In mid-July 1932, Dr. Carl Krämer from the "Hamburger 
Wirtschaftsdienst",°* , whom Schacht had engaged for the "Arbeitsstelle", 
delivered an initial paper on "Erfahrungen mit der Devalvation in England", 
but® was still able to draw on existing manuscripts.© It was symptomatic of 
the loss of function of the "Arbeitsstelle" that Reusch's request for Krämer 
to expand and supplement the paper®’ and, in particular, his demand for an 
immediate counterstatement to the "Economic Immediate Action Program 
of the NSDAP", which was vehemently opposed by industry,°® in order to 
"give the gentlemen in Munich the appropriate clarification",° was largely 
ignored by Schacht.’ A second draft by Krämer from December 1932 on 
the "introduction of trade monopolies"?! was again produced without 
consultation with the members of the "Arbeitsstelle" and again dealt with a 
topic that had no direct connection with the original objective of the 
committee. This picture is completed by the fact that the proposals made in 
the December draft 
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measures met with unanimous rejection throughout Western industry.” 
Moreover, since the "Schacht Circle" did not even meet for a constituent 
meeting - let alone for intensive discussions - its entire activity was limited 
to the one-off collection of the aforementioned levy of RM 3,000 each, 
which Schacht promised to use to finance his office and Dr. Kramer.” It is 
therefore not surprising that Krupp, one of the proven contributors to the 
maintenance of the "Arbeitsstelle", no longer even knew of the existence of 
such a committee or of Dr. Kramer's function within this circle in December 
1932.74 

The attempt to attribute a key role to the "Arbeitsstelle Schacht" in the 
relationship between large-scale industry and National Socialism in 
1932/33 is misguided for the reasons mentioned above. The thesis that the 
"Arbeitsstelle Schacht" and the "Keppler-Kreis" were "coordinated" in the 
summer of 1932 and that "the nucleus for important fundamental decisions 
on National Socialist economic policy"75 was to be found in both bodies, in 
close exchange with each other, is based on a doubly false premise: as the 
source material shows, there can be no talk of any real "coordination" of 
both bodies’ or of any programmatic pioneering work, even in the 
"Keppler-Kreis",’”’ . This will be discussed in more detail below.’® 

Of course, this does not mean that the "Schacht Office" was entirely 
without function: Dr. Kramer's presence in a joint Berlin office at 
Schöneberger Ufer 35, to which the activities of the "Office" were in fact 
reduced, ensured Schacht continuous coordination with the "Central 
European Economic Day" (MWT), which resided on the same floor and 
whose role in balancing the interests of industry and agriculture Sohn- 
Rethel reports on.””? Even more significant was Schacht's collaboration with 
the editors of the "Deutsche Führerbriefe", which also belonged to the 
office community. The DFB, a private correspondence that attracted a great 
deal of attention in business and politics, edited by Franz Reuter (Schacht's 
later biographer) and Otto Meynen (Paul Silberberg's Berlin secretary),°° 
propagated the inclusion of the NSDAP in government responsibility from 
July 1932 and thus stood in a conspicuous contradiction to the general 
enthusiasm for Papen in the industrial camp, which was also registered by 
the public.®! 

The deeper cause of the loss of function of the "Arbeitsstelle Schacht" is 
thus indicated: the attempt by Brüning's successor von Papen to push 
through authoritarian concepts for the "reorganization" of the state and the 
economy independently and against the majority of the population met with 
broad approval within the business community. The alternative to the 
Brüning system became concrete here, without the need to include the 
National Socialist movement, which was viewed with continuing 
scepticism. 
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seemed to be getting worse. After Briining's fall, the industry no longer 
observed the "workplace" with the same intensity as before. Papen seemed 
to have a new solution in mind which, at least in the late summer of 1932, 
caused interest in the NSDAP to fade into the background. 
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X. The government of the "National Concentration" 


1. The program of the von Papen government and the industrial associations 


After Brüning's dismissal and the complete demission of his cabinet, the 
government of "national concentration" under Franz von Papen took office 
as Reich Chancellor on June 1, 1932. Of the 21 cabinets of the Weimar 
Republic, the "Cabinet of the Barons" was the only one in which all 
ministerial posts, including the head of the Reich Chancellery, were newly 
filled.! The "fundamentally new direction of state leadership"? , namely the 
switch from toleration by the Social Democrats to the approval of the 
"National Opposition", was thus already documented in the external form of 
government formation. The structuring elements of the "New State", as 
aspired to by Papen, were rightly understood by industry as the orientation 
basis for a business-friendly overall concept: In his first programmatic 
statements, Papen left no doubt about the independent and autonomous role 
of the private sector and described it as a "fundamental error that the 
omnipotent, impersonal state could take the place of the personal obligation 
of the employer. The responsibilities that arise from the God-ordained 
organic regulation of things must be re-established, the bond between 
employer and employee restored." General goodwill in the industrial camp 
confirmed,’ , that Papen had struck the right note. 

The broad support for Papen was initially based on his foreign policy 
success on the reparations issue. The international agreement reached at the 
Lausanne Conference (June 16 to July 8, 1932) on the cessation of all 
reparations payments with effect from July 1, 1932 (after payments had 
originally been planned until 1988) had, apart from its propaganda 
significance for Papen,° a retroactive effect on the industrial factionalism 
that was not always sufficiently taken into account. The conflict situation 
within the industrial associations, which had escalated as a result of the 
dispute over the "tribute agreements" and had led to a polarization between 
supporters and opponents of the "Young Plan" and almost caused the 
Reichsverband to explode in 1931/32,° was rendered irreconcilable by the 
complete liquidation of reparations in July 1932. For the first time since the 
onset of the Great Depression, the RDI was thus able to declare that the 
entire German economy 


Notes on chapter X on p. 255-60 128 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter X. The Government of "National 
Concentration" 


"united behind the Reich government in its fight for foreign policy goals, 
especially in the disarmament and reparations issue".’ 

Papen's decisions on economic policy also facilitated the tendency for 
the strongly divergent industrial groupings under Briining to converge: The 
reappointment of the reformer Warmbold to the economic portfolio after his 
temporary departure from the Briining government at the beginning of May 
1932 signaled a departure from the excessive deflationary policy of the 
years 1930-32 and strengthened the expectations of entrepreneurs for a 
fundamental turnaround in monetary policy.® 

Nevertheless, the RDI initially reacted extremely cautiously to the 
government's new course: the major job creation measures announced in the 
emergency decree of June 14, 1932? , which had been noted with interest by 
the public, were deliberately ignored in the RDI's press release of June 24, 
1932.!° Internally, however, the Presidium set up a "Committee for Job 
Creation", which drew up a basic position for the Reichsverband at various 
meetings in July and August,!! which was finally discussed at the Presidium 
meeting on August 17. According to this position, the RDI chose a cautious 
middle course and expressed its opinion that "an economic stimulus could 
not be achieved by means of public job creation" and that "all boundless 
plans" for billion-euro projects should still be rejected. At the same time, 
however, the association was in favor of limited job creation measures by 
the Reichsbahn and Reichspost, "and to a much greater extent than 
previously planned."!* This was also in line with a petition from the RDI 
sent to the government on August 2, 1932,'3 to significantly increase the 
previously planned economic stimulus program of 135 million RM, in line 
with the plans of the Reich Economic Council from spring 1932. In 
continuation of this line, the RDI warmly welcomed the program presented 
by Papen in his speech in Münster on 28 August!* . The Papen Plan, which 
from then on became the guiding principle of the Reichsverband, provided 
for measures to revive the economy, in particular by issuing tax credit 
vouchers. This concept developed by the Reichsbank adhered to the liberal 
view of the economy insofar as the "refunds" granted in anticipation of the 
taxes to be paid by the economy might formally correspond to the 
traditional idea of self-help. In reality, however, these measures, which 
were concretized in the emergency decrees of 4 and 5 September, created a 
total of RM 2 billion in credit and thus achieved a dimension that ushered in 
a "new phase of state economic policy" .!° 
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The Reichsbank and the Reich government had previously secured the 
backing of the RDI, whose fundamental reservations about "inflation 
programs" and state interventionism were well known!® . Chairman Krupp 
and the presidential members of Siemens and Bosch were directly involved 
in the government's deliberations on August 25, 1932, during the decisive 
preparatory phase of the Papen Plan,!’ in order to make the new course 
plausible to the business community. The Reichsverband stated logically 
that the Munich program "should be regarded as a serious attempt by the 
government" to "trigger a revival of the economy from the side of personal 
initiative"; industry had every reason to take a "positive and active" stance 
on this attempt.18 The interventions made by Papen in the collective 
bargaining system at the same time, namely the possibility of undercutting 
collectively agreed wages when creating additional jobs, also met with the 
unreserved approval of industry.!° 

Nevertheless, the industry's advocacy of an active public sector 
economic policy, as expressed in a petition to the Reich government on 
September 24 (calling for income and corporation tax to be included in the 
tax voucher scheme)’ , caused extraordinary ideological difficulties. The 
admission of an increasingly necessary state interventionism?! , which was 
well accepted in practice but not understood in theory, continued to be 
branded as "state socialism" or "state capitalism";?* the RDI's cautious and 
restrained announcements as soon as they touched on the basic principles of 
the Papen Plan clearly reflected this conflict. Nevertheless, internal 
discussions and deliberations show that a gradual reorientation was 
beginning here, but in the winter of 1932/33 no precise line could yet be 
discerned.”? 


However, the general approval of the industrial associations for the 
Münster program could only insufficiently mask the latent conflict in the 
area of trade policy.”* Papen's first public statement on the guiding 
objectives of his government already indicated that the cabinet would 
decide the conflict of interests between industry and agriculture more in 
favor of the large agrarians. In accordance with the principles of his 
Christian-conservative values, Papen saw "a strong, purposeful agricultural 
policy" as the "foundation of every healthy development, which, in careful 
consideration of the interests of the other professions, would do justice to 
the German economy as a whole".** With regard to the "organic 
restructuring" of the economy apostrophized by the Reich Chancellor in the 
same context, the RDI stated that he could only agree if this meant "the 
removal of all the shackles of the post-war period that distort the 
individualistic economic order". 
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"On the other hand, German industry would have to resolutely oppose an 
organic restructuring of the economy in the sense of increasing and 
pronounced self-sufficiency or in the sense of deliberately sacrificing export 
interests in favor of giving too much preference to individual branches of 
the economy."*° 

With this declaration, the RDI had exposed the fundamental problem of 
Papen's economic policy: While the agrarians demanded ever more rigorous 
exclusion from the world market in order to protect their products, which 
were threatened by competition, industry relied on an export offensive, 
which required the maintenance of a liberal trade policy based on the 
principle of most-favoured-nation treatment.” The RDI was not wrong to 
see the danger that the Papen cabinet, in line with its political foundation, 
would give in to the wishes of agriculture and thus present the export 
industry with unsolvable problems. 

The association's presidium therefore immediately set up a committee 
for trade policy*® , which was tasked with preparing and steering the 
industry's actions against the threat of trade quotas.?” The constant contact 
with the Ministry of Economics (Warmbold, Posse) ensured an optimal 
flow of information for the RDI and at the same time guaranteed extensive 
cooperation between the ministry bureaucracy and the industrial lobby 
against autarky and trade dirigisme.*° The RDI underlined its position in 
various submissions, including those dated September 7, September 22 and 
October 19, 1932;?! Krupp's personal interventions with Papen on July 13,3? 
and with Reich President Hindenburg on October 23, 1932,33 flanked by a 
push from the leading associations on September 16,°* make it clear that the 
conflict of objectives between promoting agricultural or industrial interests 
had now developed into a key issue of economic policy. 

Attempts by industry to reach a balance of interests or an arrangement in 
direct agreements with agriculture,® which had not been entirely 
unsuccessful to date, proved to be increasingly problematic at the end of 
1932. The radicalization of the Reichslandbund, in conjunction with its 
open partisanship for the NSDAP since the Reich presidential election in 
spring 1932, ultimately led to open conflict between industry and 
agriculture; the conflict finally reached an absolute climax in January 
1933.3° Papen, who was unable to make a unilateral decision in favour of 
large-scale industry or agriculture due to the conflicting interests and the 
unstable internal political situation in autumn 1932, resorted to buying time 
and repeatedly postponed final decisions. A convincing concept for 
resolving the conflict, for example in the sense of compensating for 
industrial losses through rigorous cost reductions in wages and social 
benefits,” was not available. The Reichsverband, which had the principi- 
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The industry was informed of the chancellor's potential tendency in favour 
of agriculture,** thus remained at a wait-and-see distance and avoided 
unconditional approval of Pope's overall program. It was clear that at the 
moment of the trade policy decision, this had to become the cardinal 
question for the industry's attitude towards the government. 


2. The authoritarian state as an alternative to the fascist system 


The program and ideological concept of the Papen government was 
particularly attractive to those industrialists who had turned to National 
Socialism in the final phase of the Brüning era for lack of political 
alternatives. Paul Reusch, who had set the tone for the moderate heavy 
industrialist wing in autumn 1931 and spring 1932 with his rigid opposition 
to the Briining system and his demonstrative support for Hitler in the Reich 
presidential election campaign,*? was now once again pointing the way 
forward: in close coordination with Springorum, he was now pushing for a 
reorientation of the industrial circles organized in the Langnam Association 
towards Papen's authoritarian course. Reusch immediately instructed the 
press, which was controlled by the Haniel Group, to "adopt a benevolent 
attitude towards the new government".*° The call to "support Papen in the 
warmest possible way" was not understood as a vote for an eventual 
transfer of power to the National Socialists, which could not yet be realized, 
but was part of a concept that envisaged an authoritarian-conservative state 
constitution as a permanent solution. In this sense, Reusch formulated: 


"We will only make progress in Germany if the parties are eliminated from the 
formation of government in the future. The work of reform to be undertaken is so 
immense that for the time being one cannot think of somehow allowing the parties 
in the Reich and Prussia back into government."4! 


Nevertheless, this strategy did not necessarily rule out an alliance policy 
between the bourgeois parties and the NSDAP: However, in August 1932, 
in contrast to his stance in the spring, Reusch wanted to see it realized*? 
only at state level and only where there was "no possibility for the time 
being" of "creating an extra-parliamentary government."** In the 
negotiations following the Reichstag elections on July 31, 1932, in which 
the NSDAP was able to increase its share of the vote from 18.3% to 37.4% 
and, with 230 seats, became the strongest parliamentary group in the 
Reichstag for the first time, the moderate heavy industrialists logically 
supported Pa- pen and Hindenburg's concept of refusing to allow Hitler to 
take over responsibility for the government.** Springorum was therefore, 
after Hitler's 
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August 13 had suffered a heavy defeat,* was by no means disappointed, but 
was "very satisfied with the development that the formation of the 
government has taken."* 

The increasing distancing of industry from National Socialism was 
documented above all in the increased criticism of the party's economic 
program by entrepreneurs.“ The NSDAP's attempts to counteract this trend 
and, in particular, to intensify links with industry through the involvement 
of Wal- ter Funk, who had proven to be a reliable private-sector figure 
through his previous work at the "Berliner Börsen Courier",*® , were not 
very successful.*? Tilo von Wilmowsky noted on the occasion of a lecture 
by Funk (who had introduced himself on this occasion as Hitler's "first 
economic advisor") to the "Central German Business Association" on June 
23, 1932: 


"It was the old picture: as far as he [Funk] formulated any positive goals at all, 
one could only agree with him in every respect; I emphasized that these goals 
were completely in line with the measures demanded by the entire economy for 
years. In practice, however, the attitude of the NSDAP was moving further and 
further away from these aspirations. This would arouse wishes and hopes among 
the masses that would be very difficult, if at all, to curb. 

Mr. Funk fully admitted this, excused it with the necessity of agitation and 
made himself available as an intermediary for the economy. Personally, I have not 
the slightest qualms about using this intermediary, something on which, 
incidentally, there is complete agreement among the leading people in the 
business association." 


The "Immediate Economic Program of the NSDAP" presented by 
Gregor Strasser in his much-noticed Reichstag speech of 10 May 1932,5! 
which was to be regarded as the "binding guideline" of the party speakers in 
the Reichstag election campaign of summer 1932, came under fire from 
entrepreneurs.’? In addition to the general criticism voiced by the DIHT°? or 
the Hansa-Bund™ , the Reichsverband's position on the "immediate action 
program" was of particular importance: 

The NSDAP had made personal contact with the management of the 
RDI in July through Adrian von Renteln, who acted as Wagener's deputy in 
the party's economic policy department (WPA) and was also responsible for 
the Strasser program,» with the declared intention of "establishing a 
direct economic policy connection between the RDI and the economic 
department of the NSDAP."*° In a meeting with the managing director of 
the RDI, Jacob Herle, on August 1, 1932, it was agreed to first enter into a 
"written exchange of thanks" on the most important economic policy issues. 
"Subsequently", "the issues raised could then be discussed in a committee 
with as limited a number of participants as possible". 
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be discussed further between representatives of industry and the Reich 
leadership of the NSDAP."5’ Von Renteln, however, refrained from the 
promised written formulation of the views represented in the NSDAP 
economic department and instead sent Herle the "immediate program" 
drafted for the Reichstag elections in July. The managing director of the 
RDI, for whom this program could not be the "basis for a factual debate", 
then wrote a comprehensive reply,58 , which in its outward concili- ency 
probably hinted at a willingness for further discussion, but in substance 
amounted to a "devastating criticism"*? . In the same context, Dr. Reupke, 
the fascism consultant in the RDI management, had already taken action. 
Reupke had prepared a counter-draft to Renteln's theses and made it 
available to the NSDAP via Gregor Strasser "for final consultation in the 
closest leadership circle".® 

An initiative by Paul Reusch against the "Immediate action program" 
and the "much nonsense it contains" rounded off the picture. Reusch called 
on Schacht, with whom the industry had been in close contact since spring 
1932, to provide "the gentlemen in Munich" with the appropriate 
"clarification" by means of a memorandum.°!' The cooling of the 
relationship between entrepreneurship and National Socialism in the fall of 
1932 naturally also had an impact on the cooperation with Schacht.° The 
jointly financed "Arbeitsstelle" did not take up its actual activities and 
remained a "stillborn child". On the other hand, this was entirely in line 
with Schacht's intentions, who urgently admonished Hitler: 


"If possible, don't bring a detailed economic program. There is no such thing 
that the 14 million could agree on. Economic policy is not a party-building force, 
at best it gathers interested parties. Moreover, economic measures fluctuate 
according to time and circumstances." 


At the same time, Schacht openly complained to Hitler about the 
"apostasy of the economic followers"® and confronted Paul Reusch with 
the accusation "that the leaders of the German economy only ever run after 
the respective government", even if the latter, as Papen was now doing, 
threatened them with "nationalization".° Reusch denied this on his own 
behalf, but made "no secret" of the fact "that the National Socialists, with 
whom I was quite sympathetic, have greatly disappointed me in recent 
weeks." 

The NSDAP's attempts to counteract the well noted estrangement 
between industry and National Socialism were initially documented in 
Hitler's decision to withdraw the "immediate economic program".°® The 
objection of the RDI was obviously of particular importance in this context; 
in any case, Herle cited the simultaneous reorganization of the NSDAP's 
economic department on 17 September 1932, which was aimed at 
strengthening the position of the RDI. 
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Funk's decision to Wagener's and Renteln's disadvantage was due not least 
to the intervention of the association on September 8.°° 

Nevertheless, these measures did not enable the NSDAP to overcome 
the crisis into which its relationship with industry had fallen. The Reich 
Association put the contacts already established with the NSDAP on ice and 
did not pursue the agreed talks any further, regardless of the organizational 
changes in the party's economic department.’? The same negative result was 
seen in the reception of the "Economic Reconstruction Program", which 
was reissued in October 1932 after the withdrawal of the "Immediate 
Program", this time with Funk's significant involvement.’! There was 
certainly "progress ... in economic thinking" compared to earlier drafts were 
conceded, but overall a negative attitude prevailed, which could not be 
overcome even by Heinrich Bauer's intensive attempts at mediation.” 

Papen's crushing defeat in the Reichstag session of September 12, 1932, 
in which only a tiny minority of 32 out of 513 members of parliament 
expressed their confidence in the government, highlighted the rift between 
conservatives and National Socialists on the one hand, but also clearly 
showed the dilemma of the bourgeois right Authoritarian politics without a 
mass base was not feasible in the long term. This realization, which was not 
new,” but was once again painfully brought to the fore, initially led to 
attempts to revive the bourgeois collective movement. Paul Silverberg, who 
played a special role in the autumn of 1932 and had already developed his 
own concept for solving the political crisis in Germany,’”* agreed with the 
moderate wing of heavy industry, but also with export-oriented industry. In 
a letter to Paul Reusch dated September 5, 1932, Silverberg stated: "It is 
urgently necessary to make the German National People's Party capable of 
accepting all politically homeless members of the bourgeoisie and I believe 
we should consider whether we should not all join the German National 
People's Party in order to then wear down Mr. Hugenberg as party 
members. Even Vogler is wavering in this direction, despite his 
unconditional attachment to Hugenberg.. . "75 

In pursuit of this strategy, Krupp von Bohlen und Halbach, apparently in 
close coordination with Silverberg and Reusch,’° attempted to bring the 
industry back to a unified political line. However, a meeting arranged for 
this purpose, to which Silverberg, Reusch, Sprin- gorum, Brandi, Vogler, 
Wilmowsky, Frowein, C. F. von Siemens and Carl Bosch were invited,” 
did not have the desired success, but once again failed due to the 
irreconcilable differences on the Hu- genberg issue. A parallel initiative by 
the mayor of Düsseldorf, Karl Jarres, had the same negative result. ’® 
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Krupp was therefore forced to refrain from an already planned personal 
intervention with Hugenberg in favor of a change in the party leadership of 
the DNVP: "I could only have done that," Krupp told Reusch, "if I had at 
least had the united support of our district."” 

However, the failure of bourgeois collection policies, which had once 
again become apparent, did not mean that entrepreneurs now saw a transfer 
of power to the National Socialists as the only remaining option for 
stabilizing internal political relations.*° This was particularly evident at a 
meeting of leading German industrialists in the Berlin Club on October 19, 
1932.8! At the event, which was intended to prepare for the Reichstag 
election on November 6, 1932, State Secretary Planck, whose direct 
involvement in the discussions on October 19 underlined the close 
cooperation between the Papen regime and the industrial elite, received 
explicit approval for the incumbent government's objective of focusing the 
election campaign entirely on breaking the majority of the NSDAP and the 
Centre Party in order to prevent Hitler from becoming chancellor on such a 
coalition basis.** In industry, as Privy Councillor Kastl of the RDI was able 
to point out in a long-unprecedented agreement with the various political 
groups in the economy, 


"There was agreement that it was desirable to maintain the current government of 
the Reich in its non-partisan form, whereby there was no need to specify the 
personal composition of the cabinet in detail. From the point of view of industry 
in particular, the retention of such a cabinet was of the greatest importance in 
order to gain time to implement the absolutely necessary reforms. . ."*? 


Kastl was well aware of the lack of a political basis for the Papen 
government, which "did not want to separate itself completely from 
parliament", and did not view this more favorably for the coming legislative 
period. According to the executive member of the RDI presidium, "new 
forms of cooperation between government and parliament are therefore 
necessary, and propaganda must be made for this."** 

Kastl thus took up an idea that had been ideologically prepared by the 
"Bund zur Erneuerung des Reiches" in particular and which Papen had 
specified in his sensational speech to the "Bayerischer Indu- striellen- 
Verband" a week earlier (October 12, 1932) in continuation of his 'reform 
policy' (above all the coup d'état against Prussia on July 20, 1932). As the 
aim of a new draft constitution, the basic concept of which had already been 
drawn up and which was to be presented to the Reichstag as soon as it 
convened, Papen named a bicameral system that would guarantee the 
"independence" of the authoritarian government from the democratic 
government. 
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elected parliament and finally sanction it under constitutional law: 


"We want to create a powerful and non-partisan state authority that is not 
driven to and fro by political and social forces, but stands unshakably above them 
... The government of the Reich must be more independent of the parties, its 
existence must not be at the mercy of accidental majorities. The relationship 
between the government and the people's representatives must be regulated in 
such a way that the government and not the parliament wields state power. As a 
counterweight against one-sided decisions of the Reichstag brought about by party 
interests, Germany needs a special First Chamber with firmly defined rights and 
strong participation in legislation."*° 


In the same context, Papen's sharp turn against Hitler's claim to 
leadership, dismissed as a "mystical belief in the eloquent Führer as the 
only one called to lead destiny",®’ made it clear that the NSDAP no longer 
necessarily played a key role in the conceptions of the conservative right 
and was at most accepted as a junior partner.®® The provocative passages of 
the Munich speech in this regard led to a public controversy between Papen 
and Hitler’? and documented the profound disagreement between the 
national-conservative and fascist crisis strategies in the fall of 1932. 

The overwhelming majority of industry backed Papen's anti- 
parliamentary conservative concept” and firmly rejected the transfer of 
government responsibility to the National Socialists. Albert Vögler, who 
represented the Hitler wing of industry at the meeting in the Berlin Club on 
October 19, 1932, therefore remained?! isolated with his demand to include 
the NSDAP in the government in order to consolidate Papen's cabinet and 
to bring about an agreement between Hitler and Papen before the Reichstag 
elections on November 6.” 

The attitude of the Düsseldorf Industrial Club, which had organized 
Hitler's spectacular appearance before the leading West German 
entrepreneurs in January 1932 and had thus removed social barriers on the 
NSDAP's path to the Reich Chancellery, also corresponded to this image.” 
As the chairman of the association, Karl Haniel, was able to inform 
Chancellor von Papen in a personal letter, the members of the renowned 
Industrial Club were "essentially politically in line with your cabinet".’* In 
September and October 1932, the Industrieclub made intensive efforts to 
gain Papen's backing and urged the Reich Chancellor several times to speak 
to the members in closed circles in order to encourage them t o "advocate 
the current system". The "popularity" of Papen in Diisseldorf was 
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"so great" that special importance had to be attached to the personal 
appearance of the Chancellor.” 

The election result of November 6, 1932 thus did not mark an immediate 
turning point for the political orientation of industry. The massive loss of 
votes by the NSDAP for the first time, which resulted in a reduction of the 
Reichstag parliamentary group from 230 to 196 deputies, showed much 
more that Papen's concept of attrition had not been completely 
unsuccessful: After the November election, the National Socialists had to 
finally give up their hopes of winning a majority on their own; a serious 
crisis within the party on the issue of alliance politics inevitably followed,” 
after the "spell of their irresistibility"’’ had been broken and Hitler had 
apparently already passed his "political zenith" .*° 

The well-known petition of November 19, 1932 to Reich President 
Hindenburg, the actual significance of which was often misjudged. 
November 1932 to Reich President Hin- denburg to put aside all previous 
personal reservations and to now "transfer the responsible leadership of a 
presidential cabinet equipped with the best professional and personal 
powers to the leader of the largest national group",” is therefore to be 
interpreted above all as the strenuous attempt of the National Socialist- 
oriented large-scale economy and the Hitler wing of industry to seize and 
realize the "last chance"! of a fascist crisis solution. 

Schacht's, Keppler's and Schroeder's promotional efforts, in particular, to 
convince large-scale industry to sign the petition were not very successful 
in this situation. Schacht's disappointment at the previously lamented 
"decline of the cyclical followers"?! continued to grow.' In a letter to 
Hitler, he particularly criticized heavy industry, which, as Schacht correctly 
predicted, would "hardly participate" in the campaign and therefore "rightly 
bore its name from its sluggishness".'° In fact, in November 1932, the 
majority of Ruhr industry insisted on its renewed concept of authoritarian 
governance. Not even Albert Vogler, who along with Fritz Thyssen104 was 
closest to National Socialism within the Ruhr industry and was also a 
member of the "Keppler Circle"! , was able to decide to sign; Vögler's 
argument that his restraint was necessary in order not to exacerbate the 
"antagonisms in the Ruhr region",!°° confirmed that there could be no talk 
of a "broadening of the Hitler coalition within the conservative ruling 
classes" as far as the Ruhr industry was concerned in November 1932.!°7 
Vogler's simultaneous communication, Paul Reusch and Fritz Springorum 
also shared "in and of themselves" the view set out in the petition and saw 
"only in this a real solution to the current crisis", but with their statement 
they now wanted to 
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not emerge politically,'°° should be treated critically. For example, despite 


the escalation of the internal political situation in January 1933, even after 
the agreement between Papen and Hitler in Cologne, Paul Reusch continued 
to reject the NSDAP's claim to leadership and described it as "out of the 
question" to give in to Hitler's demand for the Reich Chancellery; he did not 
even want the Reichswehr Ministry to be handed over to him.! 

As a result, the Langnam Association devoted its highly publicized 
conference on November 23, 1932 entirely to propaganda for Papen and the 
constitutional reform plans developed in the cabinet, which were to provide 
the basis for perpetuating the authoritarian system. Initially, Reich Minister 
of the Interior v. Gayl and Reich Commissioner Bracht were scheduled to 
be the main speakers at the meeting, but they had to cancel in view of the 
tense internal political situation.'!° As a result, the managing director of the 
Langnam Association, Schlenker, asked the Reich Chancellor personally to 
attend the conference, even if only "as a silent listener". This was to express 
the fact that Papen maintained "cordial relations with the business circles 
united in the Langnam Association".!!! The political thrust of the event was 
precisely defined by the appearance of the renowned constitutional law 
expert Carl Schmitt, who outlined fundamental aspects of the intended 
Reich and constitutional reform,''*? and by the appointment of the 
incumbent Reichsbank President Hans Luther for the debate. Luther's 
invitation in particular underlined the rejection of Schacht and the National 
Socialist-oriented business circles.!'3 

Papen, who was unable to attend the Langnam conference,!!* was 
already taking other paths. His optimism that a constitutional reform would 
stabilize the authoritarian system had increasingly evaporated since the 
Leipzig Prussia ruling of 25 October - which took an ambivalent position on 
the coup d'état of 20 July and formally reinstated the old government under 
Otto Braun (SPD), albeit without removing the Reichskommissar - even 
though Reich Interior Minister v. Gayl demonstratively stuck to the old 
plans in front of the Berlin press.!!5 When Schleicher finally made it clear at 
the cabinet meeting on November 9, 1932 that, in view of the 
"extraordinarily tense situation", the reform of the Reich constitution would 
have to be postponed and could not be considered as a viable political 
solution at this time,!'® Papen was threatened with extensive political 
isolation, despite the support of industry. 

The increasing distancing of Schleicher''’ and the hostile attitude of the 
bourgeois parties prompted Papen to show a growing willingness to 
compromise with the NSDAP, whereby he no longer wanted to rule out 
Hitler's chancellorship in principle.!!® For industry, Papen's change of heart 
initially remained 
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went unnoticed. Nevertheless, there was a growing number of voices here, 
too, who saw the inclusion of the NSDAP - admittedly as a junior partner - 
as a possible alternative to stabilize Papen's course. The RDI and DIHT also 
expressed this view at their meetings on November 24 and 25. It was 
important to "replace the current uncertainty with a stable government 
foundation",'!? , although the continuation of the Papen program had to be 
guaranteed.!*° The distrust of Hitler!?! and the NSDAP's economic 
program122 had therefore not diminished: Rather, the path meant here was 
based on a new strategy that sought to combine the "reasonable" elements 
in National Socialism with the national-conservative bourgeoisie: Gregor 
Strasser increasingly offered himself to industry as an exponent of this wing 
of the NSDAP.!” 
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XT. The cabinet of Schleicher 


In the controversy over the relationship between industry and National 
Socialism in the era of the Weimar presidential cabinets 1930-1933, there is 
widespread agreement that Schleicher's chancellorship removed the last 
barriers that stood in the way of the business community voting for a 
transfer of government to Hitler. Turner also conceded a "change of attitude 

among most big businessmen" in December 1932, triggered by 
Schleicher, whose "apparent equivalency to orthodox economic principles 
and the traditional class antagonisms" had caused "the most serious 
consternation": More out of a desire "to get rid of him than out of 
enthusiasm for his successor", industry had welcomed the events of January 
1933, but without having been "actively" involved in the intrigues of the 
month.! 

In contrast, Stegmann, in deliberate contrast to Turner, emphasizes the 
purposeful policy of the agrarian and industrial elites for Hitler's 
chancellorship.* The understanding between these groups had reached a 
"climax" in January 1933, after the "agricultural cartelization"? conceived 
under the umbrella of the "Central European Economic Conference" 
(MWT) had created a new, unprecedented foundation for the political 
cooperation of large-scale industry and large-scale agriculture. Hitler's 
seizure of power had to be seen against the background of this alliance, 
even if industry and the "Keppler Circle" had not been "directly" involved. 

Marxist interpretations see this formation as even more cohesive and 
emphasize that the phase "immediately before the establishment of the 
fascist dictatorship" was characterized "by the high degree of congruence 
between the interests and goals of all monopoly capitalist factions." After 
distancing himself from Schleicher in January 1933, Krupp also voted for 
Hitler to become chancellor, while Silverberg alone from industry 
supported Schleicher's attempt to form a front against Hitler.* This scheme 
partially contradicts Czichon's analysis, which has been increasingly 
neglected and repressed in recent Marxist literature,> which emphasizes the 
differences of opinion within the monopoly bourgeoisie before the seizure 
of power. According to Czichon, a "left Keynesianist" grouping around the 
RDI chairman Krupp, the executive member of the presidium Kastl, 
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Freiherr v. Wilmowsky, Otto Wolff and others supported and contributed to 
the Schleicher programme of stabilizing the bourgeois order in Germany 
through a "flexible overcoming" of the economic crisis, but not the 
establishment of a national socialist dictatorship. However, this group was 
ultimately too weak to "prevent the imminent fall ofthe cabinet, which was 
only supported by it". For the "right-wing Keyne- sians", represented by 
Papen and Silverberg, Schleicher's concept represented a "Bolshevik 
danger", so that they had now given up "all reservations" about Hitler's 
chancellorship and had subordinated themselves to the group of "Nazi 
industrialists" around Thyssen and Kirdorf and identified with their goals. 
After the alliance with Papen on 4 January 1933, Hitler, now also supported 
by Silverberg, had "become the political exponent of a majority within the 
industrial ruling class", which had "wanted and organized" his 
chancellorship.® 

These few examples, which are not untypical, illustrate that on the one 
hand there is agreement about the reorientation of important industrial 
groups in December 1932/January 1933, but that on the other hand the 
attribution of the business personalities representing this process is clearly 
problematic. While Czichon, for example, mentions Radi chairman Krupp 
by name as an important ally of Schleicher, in contrast to Silverberg, who 
had actively promoted Hitler's appointment, Hörster-Philipps, not 
uninfluenced by Stegmann, sees this relationship exactly the other way 
round. In the same way, the latter authors reduce the industrial opposition to 
Hitler, in an otherwise criticized personalistic narrowing, to Silverberg 
alone, while Czichon cites the "left-wing Keynesian", export-oriented 
industrial wing as a whole, thus emphasizing the heterogeneity of the 
monopolistic groups before 30 January 1933.’ 

Likewise, the motives that were ultimately decisive for the 
entrepreneurs’ turn to National Socialism remain controversial. While the 
Marxist accounts unanimously emphasize the long-term planned, deliberate 
bringing about of fascism "as the open terrorist dictatorship of the most 
reactionary, chauvinist and imperialist elements of finance capital",® 
"bourgeois" historians derive the industrialists' willingness to "bet on the 
National Socialist card" primarily from their reservations about Schleicher's 
economic policy. What is interesting here is the aspect emphasized by 
Winkler in particular, but also by Stegmann, that the entrepreneurs, when 
the first tendencies towards reparliamentarization under Schleicher became 
apparent, wanted to stabilize the authoritarian-dictatorial system 
inaugurated by Papen by incorporating National Socialism.? 

The positions outlined above on the formation of industry groups and on 
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the determining factors of their orientation in January 1933, although they 
agree on certain aspects, document an overall inconsistency and show that 
the discussion is still on rather uncertain terrain with insufficient empirical 
evidence.!° A more differentiated, more sharply contoured elaboration of 
the industrial grouping in 1932/33 is therefore indispensable. This includes 
a critical review of the traditional image of Silverberg and the much-cited 
key role of this industrialist in the formation of Schleicher's front against 
Hitler'! and also means a reinterpretation of the so-called "Strasser 
solution", which has so far been understood too generally as an alternative 
that tends to be located on the left.!? This overlooked the fact that a right- 
wing conservative variant, pursued in particular by heavy industry, was also 
under discussion, which Strasser wanted to build up as a "chancellor of the 
national rally",'® in order to provide the necessary mass base for an 
authoritarian, corporative ordering principle of state and society. 


1. The Ruhr industry, Schleicher, Strasser, Papen and Hitler 


The compromise character of the authoritarian Papen regime between 
democracy and fascism, between economic liberalism and state 
interventionism, between agricultural protectionism and industrial policy 
had noticeably reduced and largely covered up the contradictions within the 
economy: however, the Papen system, which was based on an unstable 
equilibrium and operated without a substantial power base, could only 
guarantee the superficial congruence of interests up to the moment of the 
fundamental decisions in the economic and political sphere that could not 
be postponed in the long term. This was confirmed by the reaction to the 
Schleicher cabinet: while the former Brüning wing, represented by the RDI 
and DIHT, explicitly approved and supported Schleicher's concept, the 
appointment of Schleicher to the chancellorship, who had already been 
considered suspect'* and who was granted "no advance bonuses 
whatsoever"!> , was reason enough for the moderate heavy industry around 
Paul Reusch and Friedrich Springorum (Langnam Association) to distance 
themselves emphatically. Finally, for the unreservedly National Socialist 
industrialists around Thyssen and Schacht, Schleicher's chancellorship 
meant even less than the skeptically viewed Papen cabinet'® a realization of 
their goal of transferring the government to Hitler. 

The policy pursued by the "Keppler Circle" with the assistance of 
Hjalmar Schacht in December and January 1932/33 therefore concentrated 
on breaking Hinden- burg's resistance to Hitler's appointment, in 
continuation of the path taken with the petition to the Reich President on 
November 19: In doing so, the 
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The meeting between Papen and Hitler, whose ambition to once again play 
a leading role in German politics was ideally combined with the National 
Socialists' demand to finally be able to move into the Reich Chancellery.!” 
The historic meeting between Papen and Hitler on January 4 at the home of 
the Cologne banker von Schroeder, rightly recognized by scholars as the 
"birth of the Third Reich... 18 set the decisive course for January 30, 1933. 
The "Keppler Circle" and Schacht were significantly involved in the 
preparation and mediation of the meeting, as has been sufficiently proven.'? 
However, it remains to be examined to what extent the other industrial 
groupings were involved in these processes and whether the vast majority 
of them, as claimed by Czichon for example, were now subordinate to 
Hitler's industrialists and identified with their goals.”° 

The moderate heavy industry around Paul Reusch, after voting against 
the Hitler solution in the fall of 1932 together with the RDI and DIHT,?! 
now tended to move closer to the Thyssen Group, but without adopting its 
concept. Schleicher's apparent pragmatism? in taboo areas of 
entrepreneurial ideology, especially his "heretical" admission that he was 
neither a "supporter of capitalism nor of socialism"? strengthened the 
opposition to the incumbent government. After Schleicher's programmatic 
government statement on December 15, 1932, which was broadcast by 
radio, heavy industrial criticism focused on three main points: 1. social 
policy, 2. state interventionism and 3. the stagnation of "constitutional 
reform". 

Reusch, like the majority of Western industry, saw the repeal of the 
social policy part of the emergency decree of September 4 and the tariff 
relaxation decree of September 5 - pushed through by Schleicher with the 
intention of getting the trade unions to cooperate by "opening up to the left" 
and thus broadening the base of his cabinet - as nothing more than 
"indulgence" towards parties and trade unions. In view of the emerging 
economic recovery, this posed the great danger of missing "the right 
moment" for "tax and social policy measures of a radical nature". . . "to 
miss it for good".*4 The new concept of Reichskommissar Gereke's job 
creation program based on direct state aid also revealed a new quality of 
"mixing the state and private sectors", which was decidedly at odds with the 
"doctrine of non-intervention by the state" that continued to be 
propagated.”> 

Nevertheless, the economic policy arguments against Schleicher were 
secondary: the central point of attack by heavy industry was the accusation 
that the opportunity for "constitutional reform" was now being wasted 
after the hopeful approaches of Pa- pen. The return of Schlei- 
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chers to a kind of crypto-parliamentary system?‘ was ultimately the decisive 
criterion?” of their opposition for Reusch and other industrialists who saw 
the republican order of 1918/19 as a temporary evil that could not be 
prevented: 

In Reusch's opinion, therefore 


"we must protest in the strongest possible terms against the government's decision 
to postpone the reform ad Kalendas Graecas. It is precisely at this time of crisis 
that the decisive cuts must be made to the state organism! The will to reform 
cannot be put on ice indefinitely! If, after an improvement in the economic 
situation, the financial pressure is taken off our state organism to such an extent 
that it can take a deep breath again, then the strongest impulse for the 
implementation of a truly generous reform is irretrievably gone."”° 


The Reusch group continued to see the political alternative to 
Schleicher's attempts at reparliamentarization in an authoritarian state 
constitution. The personal starting point of the moderate heavy industry 
remained the resigned Reich Chancellor von Papen, who in his "farewell 
declaration" to the Reich Cabinet on December 3, 1932, had expressed the 
satisfaction of having been at the head of the Reich government at a time 
that had meant the "end of the liberal age" in Germany.”? Parallel to the 
uncompromising condemnation of Schleicher by Paul Reusch at the end of 
December 1932?° , the chairman of the Langnam Association, Fritz 
Springorum, picked up the old threads to Papen again, not without 
emphatically praising his political "deeds" in government responsibility: 


"It is thanks to you that we were able to breathe again after years of severe 
emotional hardship and take courage to believe in our recovery. If the greatest 
difficulties were placed in your way in this work and you were personally attacked 
and vilified from the right and the left, you can judge from this how great the 
depravity of the German party economy was. The reason for all the hateful attacks 
on your person lay solely in the fact that you dared to eliminate party rule in the 
Reich and in Prussia ... Your intervention has destroyed the lucrative business that 
is called democracy in this country ... But no one can detract from your merit of 
finally having taken new paths in the conduct of domestic politics that are useful 
for us alone."?! 


The discussion initiated by the industrialist about "various questions" 
that remained "unresolved" and were "today" beginning to take on their 
"old horror" again took place on January 7, 1933, a few days after Papen's 
historic meeting with Hitler, in Springorum's private apartment in 
Dortmund. In addition to Papen and Springorum, Paul Reusch, Gustav 
Krupp von Bohlen und Halbach, Albert Vogler and Fickler also took part in 
the meeting.*? The focus of the meeting 
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The question of "concentration in the bourgeois camp" was at the heart of 
the negotiations with Papen?? . Western industry did not address Papen's 
alliance perspective of January 4, 1933, i.e. Hitler's "commitment" as Reich 
Chancellor** . It is also interesting in this context that Silverberg, who, as 
we shall see, was regarded as a supporter of Hitler's solution in 1932/33 and 
whom Papen had visited immediately after his Cologne meeting, apparently 
to gain an ally for his plans,*> was not consulted at the Dortmund meeting. 
From the point of view of the Ruhr industrialists, the meeting with Papen 
was therefore not the logical continuation of the Hitler-Papen agreement of 
January 4, 1933. With this in mind, Reusch made it unmistakably clear 
following the Dortmund meeting that Hitler's chancellorship was "ruled 
out", however desirable it might seem to draw the National Socialist 
movement "to the state", particularly for foreign policy reasons.*° Instead, 
the old plan to oust Hugenberg from the party leadership of the DNVP and 
replace him with Papen was floated.*’ 

In addition, Western industry pursued a new variant in its search for a 
mass base, which started with the "reasonable" elements in the NSDAP or 
the Strasser wing of the party. The surprisingly positive assessment of 
Gregor Strasser in the ranks of the Ruhr industrialists was not least the 
result of the work of August Heinrichsbauer, who had systematically built 
up his image as an exponent of the bourgeois-conservative wing of the 
NSDAP since 1930.38 The influence of Silverberg and the "Deutsche 
Führerbriefe", to whom Stras- ser seemed to be the "best, or at least the 
most statesmanlike head of the NSDAP", may also have had an impact 
here.*? When Hitler's appointment as Reich Chancellor in November 1932 
was once again met with resistance from the Reich President, the Langnam 
Association consequently ventilated the idea of Strasser's inclusion in the 
cabinet in order to stabilize the authoritarian course.*? The Thyssen Group 
firmly rejected such a compromise solution as Schlenker was striving for, as 
only Hitler was able to "put into practice" the "true ideas" of National 
Socialism.*! As Thyssen later reported, he informed Hitler's private 
secretary Rudolf Hess at the same time about the ongoing negotiations 
between Ruhrindustrie and Strasser. Heinrichsbauer increasingly found 
himself in the firing line of the NSDAP leadership, who saw his activities 
as being directed "against" the movement. 

In his 1948 essay "Heavy Industry and Politics", Heinrichsbauer 
emphasizes that the collaboration with Gregor Strasser had served to "build 
up an opposition position within the party" against Hitler. The culmination 
of this development was Schleicher's offer to give Strasser the vice- 
chancellorship. Only through an indiscretion (Thyssen) were the promising 
negotiations 
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between Schleicher and Strasser, which had been "approved" by Western 
industry (Vögler, Springorum, Brandi), became known to Hitler, who then 
removed Strasser and his adjutant Schulz from their party offices.“ 
However, Heinrichsbauer actually rejected a split in the NSDAP, as 
Schleicher was striving for.” Rather, his policy was a tactical variant aimed 
at preventing a takeover by National Socialism from failing due to the 
"Hitler" problem. There is also a seemingly incidental derailment in his 
1948 paper, which refers to the integration of Strasser into a new Papen 
cabinet that he was actually striving for: Heinrichsbauer reports there that 
after the failure of the Strasser campaign in December 1932, the" people 
involved in it ... were subjected to the most severe persecution". In addition 
to Strasser (and his adjutant Paul Schulz), Heinrichsbauer does not mention 
General von Schleicher, but strangely enough only mentions Edgar Jung.“ 
However, this now points to Franz von Papen, whose chief ideologue Jung 
was in 1932/34. 

While the Reusch group saw the alliance with Strasser as a sign of 
conservative renewal, Heinrich-Bauer, on the other hand, saw this as an 
opportunity to bring National Socialism into government. This also 
corresponds to the fact that Hitler personally decided after the seizure of 
power that, despite the tactical differences that had arisen, there was no 
"Heinrichsbauer case" for him. In the same context, State Secretary Funk 
confirmed to Heinrichsbauer that he had "always been at the forefront of the 
fight for German National Socialism".* 

The Ruhr industry's attempt to persuade Papen to make contact with 
Strasser through Heinrich Bauer's mediation’? was, from their perspective, a 
logical continuation of the Dortmund negotiations of 
January 7, 1933. However, Papen coolly rejected this request: he was 
certainly willing to receive Heinrichsbauer, but otherwise pointed out that 
the "matter" of Strasser was "finally settled".°° Papen also ignored 
industry's insistence that he join the DNVP and "rally the right" under his 
leadership, although he had apparently given a promise to this effect on 
January 7.°! The background to Papen's change of heart was evidently his 
agreement with Hitler, which had probably been reached in the course of 
the negotiations on 18 January.’ In any case, Papen was now openly in 
favor of Hitler's chancellorship, which he tried to make palatable to industry 
as the only remaining alternative: 


"In the meantime, I have tried in all directions to promote national 
concentration, but as a result of the Lippe elections, I am once again meeting with 
great resistance from Hitler to enter a cabinet as a junior partner. There are now 
two possibilities: 
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Dissolution and re-election, which is highly detrimental to the economy and 
unlikely to bring about political change ... 

2. Possibility: reshuffle of the government with Hitler. Enabling Act and 
undisturbed political work. In this case, too, a union of the bourgeois forces as a 
counterweight against Hitler is urgently needed." 


As was to be expected after the previous negotiations, Springorum did 
not agree to the solution with Hitler propagated here and, quite obviously 
based on a longer-term perspective of political development, insisted on 
Papen personally joining the DNVP, as only then would there be a "great 
chance" that a "strong national movement" would emerge, "which would 
provide the guarantee for a stable government including the NSDAP."* 

The thesis that the Ruhr industry's cooperation with Hjalmar Schacht 
built decisive personal, programmatic and political bridges between 
business and National Socialism and made January 30th substantially 
possible,°® is in obvious contradiction to this. In fact, it is clear that the 
overall consensus between Western industry and Hjalmar Schacht, one of 
Hitler's most consistent party supporters even during the crisis of the 
NSDAP,’ had reached zero in January 1933: a memorandum on the 
"introduction of trade monopolies" circulated by Schacht as a possible 
concept for later National Socialist economic policy fell victim to the 
unanimous criticism of the former supporters of the "Arbeitsstelle".°” After 
Papen's single-handed approach to the question of Hitler's chancellorship 
became apparent, Paul Reusch even called in Ge- heimrat Kastl from the 
RDI, who promptly certified the complete uselessness of Schacht's plans, 
which amounted to a "planned economy and collectivism".5® 

The "renaissance" of the incumbent Reichsbank president Luther in 
Western industry, which ran parallel to Schacht's cold calling, completes 
the picture of the change of mood? against the NSDAP: after Luther had 
been refused an appearance before Western industry for "political reasons" 
in the spring of 1932, i.e. at the time of the greatest rapprochement between 
Ruhr industry and National Socialism,®° he was given the opportunity a 
week before 30 January 1933 to address the top representatives of the 
Langnam-Verein and Bergbau-Verein on questions of monetary policy.A 
week before January 30, 1933, he was given the opportunity to address the 
top representatives of the Langnam-Verein and Bergbau-Verein on 
questions of monetary policy, but above all to critically examine and reject 
Schacht's programmatic concept, in full agreement with the assembled 
industrialists.°! The transfer of government responsibility to Hitler a few 
days later hardly corresponded in this form to the ideas of the moderate 
Ruhr industry, whose plan to bring Papen back to the top of the Reich on 
the basis of a bourgeois rallying movement around the DNVP had only 
been imperfectly realized. 
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2. RDI and DIHT 1932/33 


Undeterred by criticism from the ranks of heavy industry and large-scale 
agriculture, the Reichsverband and the Deutscher Industrie- und Handelstag 
sought constructive cooperation with the Schleicher government. The 
policy of internal balance was not only tolerated here, but also expressly 
approved, as was Schleicher's turn against the excessive demands for self- 
sufficiency from the agricultural sector: For the export industry, as was now 
apparent, Papen's attempt to compensate for the calculated loss of world 
market positions through socio-political "relief" in favor of industry had not 
been a viable alternative to an offensive trade policy. The DIHT therefore 
also accepted the revision of social policy and the constitutional question 
initiated by Schleicher, although the association was heavily involved in the 
"Bund zur Erneuerung des Reiches" (League for the Renewal of the Reich) 
and identified with its goals. The DIHT did not fail to point out Pa- pen's 
"mistakes" "in questions of trade policy and in the psychological way in 
which certain, particularly social, issues were dealt with". As early as the 
beginning of October 1932, Silverberg had also expressed his "concerns 
about the social policy measures of the government program" to the DIHT 
board. 


"The relationship between employers and employees is extremely unfavorable. 
Some of the government's measures in the area of wage policy are not very happy. 
Under certain conditions, incomes would be reduced to a minimum, which, as 
disastrous as the misunderstood theory of purchasing power is, is a cause for 
concern. "64 


Accordingly, Schleicher's efforts to ease tensions within Germany were 
"fully endorsed" by the DIHT, "especially from the point of view of 
economic development".° His government declaration of 15 December was 
praised here, in stark contrast to the heavy industry wing, as a "prudently 
balanced presentation of a cautious economic policy that dispenses with 
experiments and miracles and focuses entirely and exclusively on 
overcoming the current burning need"‘ , which could count on the support 
of the DIHT. On the occasion of a "very detailed and confidential" 
discussion with the President of the DIHT, Dr. Bernhard Grund, and the 
Executive Member of the Presidential Board, former Minister Eduard 
Hamm, in mid-December 1932, Schleicher also assured that his government 
would adopt Papen's economic program in "its essential basic ideas" and 
avoid a policy against industry.°’ The DIHT also saw no serious threat to 
the overall economic system in Schleicher's job creation program, as the 
Chancellor recognized the "great importance of the private sector". 
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68The DIHT also later informed the Reich Chancellor that it had "not yet 
taken any step in which one would have to see "serious deviation from the 
Papen cabinet". The DIHT also later informed the Reich Chancellor that it 
had "not yet taken any step" that could be seen as a "serious deviation from 
the Papen cabinet".’° Schleicher's most important asset with export-oriented 
industry was his "clear line" in trade policy:’! The turn against the self- 
sufficiency efforts of large-scale agriculture created a natural ally for the 
government within industry. 

The RDI leadership around Chairman Krupp von Bohlen and the 
Executive Member of the Presidential Board, Privy Councillor Kastl, had a 
similarly positive attitude towards the Schlechner cabinet.’? However, this 
position was documented in a more reserved form both in the 
Reichsverband's internal announcements and in public press releases. This 
clearly reflected the internal tension of the RDI, which had to represent both 
the heavy industry wing and the modern growth industries. The outer 
bracket was formed by the stronger reference to the Papen program 
compared to the DIHT, whose unconditional continuity was demanded. At 
the main committee meeting of the RDI on 14 December 1932, Krupp 
therefore recapitulated in detail’? the program presented by Papen in 
Miinster and underlined the "basic tendency" of strengthening private 
initiative "proclaimed there", which had "suddenly" brought about a certain 
wave of confidence” that had been missing for too long: 


"To the Schleicher government we express the wish that it may be careful to 
preserve the basic lines of the Papen program, to treat requests for changes by this 
or that group with all due caution and, above all, to prevent dangerous 
experiments in credit and monetary policy. In this connection, it is important to 
me to say that Mr. von Papen deserves the greatest thanks for his achievements 
during his term of office - not only from industry in the narrower sense of the 
word, but also from the widest circles of the people."”> 


In the 1932/33 New Year's circular, Pa- pen's merits were once again 
acknowledged, but at the same time he warned against "anti-economic and 
anti-business currents and forces", against which the Reichsverband and 
German industry "must be doubly on their guard in order to prevent any 
break in the line".”° In a speech to the "Gemeinschaft Neuer Industrieller" 
on January 2, 1933, the managing director of the Reichsverband, Jacob 
Herle, who led the right wing of the RDI, made it unmistakably clear to” 
where these "anti-industry" forces were to be found in his opinion: Herle 
made explicit reference to Paul Reusch's protest to the DIHT’® and was 
"considerably critical" of the Reich Chancellor's refusal, 
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neither a supporter of capitalism nor of socialism: 


"It would be most regrettable, and we would have to take a very firm stand 
against it, if this deliberate evasion of a clear commitment to the private sector 
were to be backed by an inner wavering and if this inner wavering were to lead to 
economic policy actions that would mean a continuation of the erroneous mixing 
of private-sector and social principles ... would mean." 


In contrast to Schleicher, Herle continued, the "entire people. 
. will always be grateful to the last Reich Chancellor von Papen for having 
clearly aligned the basic tendencies of his program with economic 
necessities". However, this assessment, which was noted with approval 
by Duisberg®® and Silverberg’! , among others, was not representative or 
binding for the RDI as a whole. The executive member of the presidium, 
Kastl, in coordination with the RDI chairman Krupp and in close 
cooperation with the DIHT leadership, pursued a constructive policy in 
contrast, wishing Schlecher "on behalf of the Reich Association" "complete 
success" in his activities and assuring him that the RDI was "always ready 
for positive cooperation".*? Kastl also emphasized that the new cabinet 
hoped for "a consistent continuation of the basic lines of the programme of 
the former Reich government", but left no doubt that for the RDI as a 
whole, the continuity of personnel in the economic and financial 
departments (Warmbold and Schwerin von Krosigk) offered sufficient 
guarantee for the establishment of a private-sector course. The appearance 
of both ministers before the RDI Main Committee on December 14, 1932 
was therefore also acknowledged by Krupp with the remark that their 
statements there on the economic program of the Schleicher government 
had "given us a firm foundation again".*? Even Herle had to concede after a 
meeting between the Minister of Economics and representatives of the 
leading associations on December 19 (Kastl, Herle, Heinecke, Krae- mer 
and von Simson took part on behalf of the RDI) that Warmbold was "quite 
clear about the economic policy tasks in our sense" and "fundamentally 
rejected all planned-economy tendencies" .*4 

As for the DIHT, Schleicher's export-friendly trade policy formed the 
substantial basis of cooperation for the RDI. The public break between the 
Reichslandbund and the Reich government in January 1933 had its logical 
counterpart in the feud between the leading industrial organizations and 
agriculture, which reached its climax with the declaration of the RDI on 
January 12, 1933:85 The RDI took note with "the greatest indignation of the 
unheard-of, even the honour of the German entrepreneur who is fully aware 
of his responsibility". 
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The RDI was aware of the "severely damaging attacks" by the RLB, which 
in its resolution of January 11, 1933, had spoken bluntly of the "plundering 
of agriculture for the benefit of the all-powerful purse interests of the 
international export industry and its satellites"®° . The RDI rejected "in the 
strongest possible terms such insults of an indispensable part ofthe German 
economy, raised against better knowledge and jeopardizing patriotic 
interests in the most serious way" and prophesied to the leadership of the 
Reichslandbund "that they would bite on granite ifthey believed they could 
even loosen the united front of German industry through such incitement."?? 
In fact, the Schleicher government's trade policy, bitterly opposed by the 
RLB and stylized as a question of fate, was approved and supported by a 
broad industrial front ranging from the DIHT, RDI, VDEStI,®® BIV®? and 
Langnam-Verein” to parts of the coal mining industry,’! the Christian 
metalworkers' association and the ADGB leadership .?? 

The partially claimed reconciliation of interests between industry and 
agriculture before the seizure of power, including in the form of so-called 
"agricultural cartelization", is in stark contrast to the actual situation in 
January 1933.” From this perspective, Hitler's seizure of power does not 
appear to be the result of a Bismarckian-style rye-iron cartel, even if the 
active managing director of the VDE-StI, Jakob Reichert, once again 
promoted it in December 1932.4 

When the first rumors about a dual ministry of economics and food 
under Hugenberg circulated in the run-up to the cabinet formation on 
January 30, 1933, interested circles from the ministerial bureaucracy sent 
the RDI the relevant information in order to prevent such a combination 
with the help of industry.” With this in mind, the RDI complained at its 
presidential meeting on January 19, the main item on the agenda of which 
was the discussion of the Schleicher cabinet's economic policy, "that new 
unrest was being brought into the economy by politics", and described it as 
"highly disastrous" "if the existing attempts at a return of confidence and 
economic improvement were to be undone in this way". "In particular," said 
the RDI Executive Committee, "trade policy absolutely needs vain 
reassurance and stable leadership .. . "°° 

After Krupp had already met with Schleicher on January 12, 1933,’ the 
RDI leadership now called in State Secretary Planck in particular to assert 
its ideas in this regard. At the end of January, the RDI intervened with all 
means at its disposal against a transfer of the Ministry of Economics to 
Hugenberg and a fundamental reshuffle of the Schleicher government in 
general. Privy Councillor Kastl's last-minute attempt to prevent the cabinet 
formation of January 30, 1933,°8 was in line with the line 
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In a letter to Krupp dated January 26, 1933, which has not yet received 
sufficient attention from researchers, Kastl reported that he was following 
"the development of political events" in Berlin "not without concern": 


"When discussing the political situation [with State Secretary Planck]," says 
Kastl, "I learned that the German Nationalists and the National Socialists were 
striving to re-establish the Harzburg Front. There is talk of a Papen-Hitler-Schacht 
fighting cabinet, with Papen at the top and Hitler receiving the Ministry of 
Defense and the Ministry of the Interior, Schacht the Ministry of Finance, and 
Hugenberg the Ministry of Economics and Agriculture. I regard this combination, 
in which none of the present ministers will participate, as extremely dubious and 
fear that such a combination would be regarded as an open declaration of war 
against the majority of the population and that it would not be possible to get 
through without unrest if it actually came about. At the moment there are still 
considerable doubts as to whether the President of the Reich will agree to such a 
proposal. There are indications that it has been made clear to him, not without 
success, that such a cabinet would be a very large cabinet with the greatest 
prospects of stability. There was even talk of a so-called bomb cabinet, to which I 
jokingly remarked that, unfortunately, the emphasis seemed to me to be more on 
bombs than on a cabinet. The Center is a staunch opponent and the Social 
Democrats, of course, even more so. 

Another solution being tried is to allow the Reichstag to convene on March 31 
- the government will oppose short adjournments - and to wait and see what 
happens when the Reichstag convenes. If there is nothing left but a dissolution, 
the question of whether the new election can be postponed until November is to 
be examined again afterwards. The President of the Reich should allegedly only 
decide in favor of such a course if such a proposal were either put forward by the 
parties themselves or tolerated, so that concrete legal emergency measures could 
be avoided. In this case, the Schleicher cabinet would remain. From the point of 
view of the economy, such a way out would of course be far preferable to any 
other. . . "°? 


The often-circulated thesis of a united industrial front for a transfer of 
power to Hitler in January 1933'% can no longer be upheld, as this 
document also proves. In fact, only the Thyssen wing was unreservedly in 
favor of Hitler's chancellorship, while the moderate heavy industry around 
Reusch and Springorum (Lan- gnam-Verein) saw a new edition of the 
Papen cabinet on a broader basis (Strasser) as a solution that suited them. 
The RDI and DIHT, on the other hand, spoke out emphatically in favor of 
Chancellor von Schleicher remaining in office and warned urgently against 
combinations aimed at restoring the Harzburg Front and bringing the 
NSDAP into government. 
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XII. Silverberg's special role 1932/33 


In more recent literature, Silverberg appears as one of the few 
industrialists who actively worked against National Socialism until the end 
and who did not shy away from daring personal commitment in order to 
prevent Hitler from becoming chancellor.! This view is based on the theory 
that Silverberg, in continuation of the concept he developed in Dresden in 
1926? , was involved in the realization of the "Strasser solution"? and, in 
alliance with Schleicher, sought to establish an axis from the social 
democratically oriented trade unions to the left wing of the NSDAP, 
including parts of the business community. As Mariaux reports, Silverberg 
was even prepared "to cooperate publicly and responsibly - as Reich 
Minister of Economics or Reich Minister of Finance".° Older business 
research comes to a similar conclusion, while Turner is more cautious and 
sees Silverberg's contacts with Strasser as an otherwise failed attempt to 
gain an "ally" in the NSDAP for Schwerin industry.’ 

Czichon's assessment stands in contrast to these interpretations. Czichon 
assigns Silverberg to a so-called "right-wing Keynesianist" grouping, whose 
political and economic concept was represented by politicians and who, like 
the "Nazi industrialists" around Thyssen and Kirdorf, only saw a 
"Bolshevik danger" in the Schleicher program and dropped all reservations 
about Hitler's chancellorship in December 1932.8 According to Czichon, 
Schleicher had been supported by a "left-wing Keynesianist" minority 
around the RDI chairman Krupp, a group that was, however, too 
heterogeneous and too weak overall to successfully resist the joint attack by 
the Papen-Silverberg wing, the Hitler industrialists and, not least, big 
business.’ 

The contradictory assessment of Silverberg's political strategy is initially 
due to the problematic source situation for the period 1932/33. The lack of 
easily accessible documents, such as Silverberg's continuous 
correspondence with politically relevant content,!° leaves room for 
interpretations that cannot always adequately satisfy the demands of serious 
research. In addition, misjudgements arising from other contexts, in 
particular 
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The uncertainty can be traced back to a misunderstanding of the Dresden 
concept, transferred to the end of the Weimar Republic in the interpolation 
process!! and thus lead to a skewed picture. Finally, a further cause of 
uncertainty can be seen in the fact that central economic and political events 
in the phase immediately before the seizure of power have not yet been 
sufficiently investigated and clarified. 


1. The "Deutsche Führerbriefe" as Silverberg's journalistic organ 


The "Deutsche Führerbriefe" (DFB), which are occasionally quoted but 
only used in fragments, have proven to be an indispensable source for 
reconstructing Silverberg's position in 1932/33.” Their systematic 
analysis!® allows an almost complete insight into the development of 
Silverberg's political conception in the Papen-Schlei- cher era. Founded by 
Silverberg's private secretary Otto Meynen and the journalist Franz Reuter 
in 1928 and published jointly until its discontinuation in 1935, the 
"Politisch-wirtschaftliche Privat korrespondenz" appeared twice a week, on 
Tuesdays and Thursdays, with a circulation of around 1,250 copies 
(1932)."* It was a four-page publication, hectographed on a hand-held 
device, whose subscribers "belonged to the leading circles of financial and 
industrial capital, including their political confidants: cabinet members, 
Reichswehr leaders, leading big businessmen, Hindenburg's entourage, 
ce 

Many assumptions have been made about the financial dependence of 
the Führerbriefe, published by "Verlag Hans Börner", on certain groups in 
big business.'!® It has been overlooked that the correspondence, produced 
with a minimum of editorial and technical effort, with an annual income of 
75,000 RM (1932) guaranteed by fixed subscriptions, hardly needed a 
subsidy. This is not contradicted by the fact that Paul Reusch, for example, 
repeatedly exerted pressure - albeit without resounding success - to induce 
the Führerbriefe to change their political line by reducing multiple 
subscriptions. !7 

The success of the Führerbriefe was not so much due to the financing 
modalities as to the recognized information value of the correspondence. 
Thanks to their positions of trust with Silverberg and Schacht respectively, 
the editors Meynen and Reuter had excellent access to "news" in the fields 
of business and politics. As Silverberg's private secretary, Meynen was also 
responsible for the industrialist's political affairs and tasked with ensuring 
formal and informal connections to the government, bureaucracy and 
political parties. 
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to be placed.'® Meynen's room for maneuver was therefore limited and kept 
within a narrow bandwidth by the political strategy of his "boss".!? As the 
Berlin representative of the coal and iron press office (Langnam-Verein), 
Reuter formally had somewhat greater independence in the political sphere, 
but also remained dependent on the goodwill of Silverberg, to whom he 
also owed his position at the industrial association.” Incidentally, Reuter 
was not wrongly regarded as a partisan of Hjalmar Schacht, in whose 
"slipstream" he sought to make a successful career.?' The cross-connections 
in the correspondence, particularly with the management of the RDI and the 
press office of the Langnam Association?” , clearly reflected Silverberg's 
sphere of influence, whose cooperation with Schacht, primarily in economic 
matters” , also formed the frame of reference for the cooperation between 
Meynen and Reuter. 

While the Führerbriefe consistently represented the views of Western 
industry on "economic and socio-political issues", this did not always apply 
to the political articles.”* The judgment of Martin Blank, Paul Reusch's 
Berlin representative, can be considered typical here: "In party politics, the 
D.F.B. are quite far to the left, so they unreservedly advocate the 'grand 
coalition’ in the Reich. Here, for example, they represent the attitude of 
certain circles of the Presidium of the Reichsverband around Mr. 
Silverberg, Mr. Bücher, Mr. Bosch (1.-G.), Mr. Kraemer, etc. Their 
decidedly anti-Marxist and anti-union attitude must be recognized."*> The 
political line of the Führerbriefe thus quite clearly concretized Silverberg's 
course, who used the publication to make his often idiosyncratic concepts, 
which ran counter to the general consensus in the industrial camp, heard. 
Silverberg also occasionally wrote his own articles, albeit unnamed, which 
he had printed in the correspondence.?’ 


2. Silverberg and Brüning 1932 


Silverberg's strategy in 1932/33 was based on the Dresden Concept of 1926, 
i.e. the attempt to secure and expand the autonomy of the economy against 
state interventionism by involving the trade unions and their political 
representatives.?® For example, on 3 March 1932, Silverberg once again 
lamented the "penetration of the state into the economy" in a fundamentally 
conceived speech on the "tasks of the private sector"? in a continuation of 
his fight against "cold socialization" °°! and called for the "preservation 
of the private sector". "Only the liberation of the 
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private economy from the state can help us in Germany to achieve a 
sustainable existence". Even if he did not want a "pure" "night watchman 
state", he said that "state interference", particularly in price formation, must 
be eliminated;?? the first priority is "reducing the real wage ... within limits 
that reach the subsistence level." 

The massive criticism of the Briining government's emergency 
ordinance practice, which was destroying the "internal political order and 
legal certainty"? for the business community, made it clear that Silverberg's 
process of distancing himself from the current cabinet was continuing.’* His 
"urgent wish", expressed at the end of his speech to the Herrenclub, that "a 
government will be found today that will put into practice the slogan of 
liberating the economy for the state from the state, but in any case for the 
state", must have reinforced this impression.*> The Brüning cabinet, 
discredited by the Führerbriefe in May 1932 as a "Marxist-charitable- 
planned socialist government",*° no longer represented the desired 
representation of large-scale industrial interest politics, even for Silverberg. 
However, under the 'primacy of foreign policy’, Brüning was to be granted a 
grace period until the reparations issue had been resolved. Speaking to the 
board of the RDI on 
April 22, 1932: 


"Apart from in meetings of the inner circle, I consider it impossible and 
inappropriate to create a fighting situation against the government in these 
politically turbulent times. But I think it is right .... to emphasize again and again 
in all places that the private sector must be strengthened and supported in such a 
way that afterwards, when we in Germany are freer in every respect in our 
decisions, we will be in a position . . . to rebuild on existing firm foundations ... 
But . . until a decision is reached on the most important questions of the Reich and 
the people, on whether to be or not to be - I take the Lausanne Conference that 
seriously - there can be only one thing: to keep our ears to the ground and ensure 
that the transitional stage [to] 
facilitate."37 


Silverberg's publicly documented support for Hindenburg's re-election?’ 
was therefore not to be understood as a vote for continued support for the 
Brining government. However, the political profile of the "National 
Opposition" was not yet clear enough for Silverberg to represent a viable 
alternative, as it did for Paul Reusch and other western industrialists? 9. In 
particular, the involvement of the working class, a 'conditio 
sine qua non' for Silverberg, seemed problematic and unresolved. The cool 
distance of the Führerbriefe in connection with Hitler's much-noticed 
appearance before the Düsseldorf Industrial Club on January 26, 1932 was 
not least due to this. The DFB summarized: " It was remarkable that the 
"Heil, 
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Mr. Hitler', with which Thyssen closed, was not echoed in the meeting. 
Particularly noteworthy in Hitler's remarks are the sharp declaration of war 
on the trade unions and the advocacy of personality. While opinions are 
divided on the first point, the other can only be welcomed from the mouth 
of the leader of the National Socialists."4° 

In the spring of 1932, Silverberg once again campaigned intensively for 
cooperation with the Social Democrats, whose support was also needed for 
Hindenburg's re-election. Prussian Prime Minister Otto Braun appeared to 
the Führerbriefe as a "representative of an authoritarian democracy", in 
whom one believed to sense a "spiritual kinship to Friedrich Wilhelm 1 and 
the old Prussian Junkers".*! Since Bis- marck, no one had "held and 
presented the power of the Prussian state with more elation, seriousness and 
self-confidence in attitude, action and word" and at the same time achieved 
the integration of the working class than Otto Braun, who had appeared as 
the "most energetic bearer" of the "social democratic policy of toleration". 
The article "Wandlungen in der Sozialdemokratie" (Changes in Social 
Democracy) from 26 February 1932 followed the same line of positive 
stylization of the SPD with negative criticism of National Socialism .°4 

Paul Reusch, who had made his mark with his final defection to the 
"National Opposition" camp at this point and who was to personally 
negotiate a press agreement with Hitler for the Reich presidential election 
shortly afterwards,*° was visibly displeased by this orientation of the DFB.* 
However, his attempt to use financial pressure to persuade the Führerbriefe 
to change their policy towards the SPD was not very successful.*’ After the 
first round of the Reich presidential elections on March 13, 1932, the 
correspondence once again praised the "excellent discipline" of the Social 
Democrats,*® while the development of National Socialism, which, in 
contrast to Prussian-Protestant nationalism, was not rooted in 
"discipline" but lived from "intoxication", was met with lively criticism.” 

However, this was not a permanent judgment. The decisive turning point 
in Silverberg's alliance strategy was marked by two external events, the 
Prussian state elections on April 24 and the announcement of the Lausanne 
Reparations Conference on April 25, 1932.°° While the scheduling of the 
Lausanne negotiations for June 16 brought the solution to the reparations 
problem within reach and thus the Führerbriefe no longer seemed to rule 
out an early replacement. While the solution to the reparations problem had 
come within reach with the scheduling of the Lausanne negotiations for 
June 16 and the Fihrerbriefe thus no longer ruled out the possibility of an 
early replacement of the Reich Chancellor,°! the Prussian election (NSDAP 
from 8 to 162, DNVP from 82 to 31, DVP from 40 to 7, DDP from 21 to 2 
and SPD from 137 to 93 seats) completed the "political landslide" that the 
September 1930 election had initiated. This was primarily a consequence of 
the collapse of the old bourgeois parties with a liberal background. 
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The reason for this was that regeneration seemed unrealistic even to the 
Führerbriefe. 


"The few scraps of mandates that have saved them from collapse no longer 
mean anything, nor can they be used as a point of reference for a revival of these 
parties. What has happened here is of far-reaching significance ... Liberalism, 
including economic liberalism, has no political basis in Germany for the 
foreseeable future." >? 


Silverberg's turning away from Brüning must be understood not least 
from the perspective of such a changed party landscape and a new 
integration concept derived from it. Silverberg was probably not directly 
involved in Brüning's downfall, although his role deserves attention: 
apparently in coordination with the Reich Minister of Economics 
Warmbold, who was still in office at the time, Silverberg intervened in the 
Reich Chancellery on April 7, 1932 against a speech by Finance Minister 
Dietrich,’ who had indicated that he wanted to make a "cautious attempt at 
an economic revival". Warmbold and Silverberg's move must have come as 
a surprise because Dietrich's statements were exactly in line with the 
renunciation of an excessive deflationary policy that both had previously 
repeatedly called for.°* The contradictions in Silverberg's and Warmbold's 
behavior lead to the conclusion that the development of a front against 
Dietrich was intended to prepare an alibi for the resignation of the Reich 
Minister of Economics, which came as a surprise on May 6, 1932. This 
alibi was all the more necessary as Warmbold returned to his old office less 
than four weeks later, this time under Franz von Papen as Reich Chancellor. 
The attitude of the Führerbriefe is telling in this context, as they reported 
Warmbold's resignation on May 3 under the headline "The Brüning cabinet 
in dissolution". In their editorial "What is the political meaning of Professor 
Warmbold's resignation", Dietrich is named first and foremost as the "actual 
cause". The correspondence sums it up with a smile: "This Reich Finance 
Minister will cost the Chancellor dearly.">> 

In contrast, in the reasons that the Minister of Economics himself later 
gave for his demonstrative resignation, the main motive appears to be 
opposition to Brining's deflationary policy (the termination of which 
Dietrich had just announced in his speech on April 6), in particular the 
emergency decree of December 8, 1931, as a result of which Warmbold had 
submitted his resignation request, the "approval" of which had been delayed 
until May 1932 "for political reasons".°° In fact, however, as the files show, 
the resignation request was only dated April 28, 1932.57 Brüning's feeling 
that Warmbold had allowed himself to be used "as a tool against the 
cabinet"5® therefore does not appear to be without a substantial background. 
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3. From Social Democracy to National Socialism 


The government of "national concentration" formed on June 1 under Reich 
Chancellor Franz von Papen was by no means the desired alternative to the 
Brüning system for Silverberg, in contrast to Western industry, in which a 
veritable "Papen euphoria" spread,’ . Even if the business-friendly course 
of the new government was welcomed - despite all reservations regarding 
trade policy, Silverberg, who saw this more clearly than the authoritarian 
principle-oriented conservative industrial class, missed the political 
foundation of the Papen regime.*! In the Führerbriefe, whose statement 
against the "Cabinet of Barons" caused a general sensation,” this attitude, 
which ran counter to a broad consensus in the business camp, was precisely 
explained and analyzed. The underlying motives behind Hindenburg's 
decision of August 13, 1932 to confirm the authoritarian system under the 
leadership of Papen, even against the overwhelming majority of the 
Reichstag, were probably "largely understood", but Silverberg and the 
Führerbrief editorial team were unable to agree. 


"We do not agree with the conclusion that the Papen cabinet should therefore 
continue to govern until the crisis is over and overcome. For we cannot imagine 
how a government is to cope with the tasks set before it at this time if almost the 
entire population is hostile to it. 

We also fear in particular that the government, in order to have support, could 
attach importance to being largely identified with the economy, with 
entrepreneurship. However, this would mean that the business community would 
find itself in political opposition to the three or four large mass parties, which will 
probably find it easiest to come together in their joint opposition to the 
presidential government in the social policy, state socialist and trade union fields 
of interest. If the government then fails, it will again be the economy that pays the 
bill. 

It would be much better for all of us if the unpopular measures - just think of 
the unavoidable wage reduction, of the other, equally indispensable measures to 
reduce costs - if these measures could be supported and answered for by a large 
mass party, instead of being offered to it as a welcome occasion for tactical 
opposition ... "63 


Behind this fundamental criticism lay a new overall political conception 
by Silverberg, which had already emerged towards the end of the Brüning 
era, but had now reached the stage of concrete action. The strategy of 
integrating social democracy to stabilize bourgeois rule, which had been 
pursued since the founding of the ZAG in 1918, had now been dropped and 
replaced by a model in which national socialism was assigned the role of 
the SPD. In line with the changed situation, this switch from SPD to 
NSDAP had no 
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The alliance offer to the social democracy in Dresden in 1926 was not a 
demonstrative public justification, but only an internal justification, the 
theoretical derivation of which, however, is of particular interest. This time, 
the level of publication was the Führerbriefe, in which the 

September 16 and 20, 1932, the groundbreaking double article "The Social 
Reconsolidation of Capitalism" was printed in the German newspaper "Die 
soziale Rekonsolidierung des Kapitalismus". Marxist historiography 
regards this essay "as a key document for proving the deliberate and 
planned establishment of the Nazi-fascist dictatorship by monopoly 
capital".°* The first part of the essay, subtitled "From Social Democracy to 
National Socialism", states: 


"The problem of consolidating the bourgeois regime in post-war Germany is 
generally determined by the fact that the leading bourgeoisie, namely the 
bourgeoisie with the economy at its disposal, has become too small to carry its 
rule alone. For this rule ... it needs the binding of classes to itself which do not 
belong to it socially, but which render it the indispensable service of anchoring its 
rule in the people and thus of being its actual or last bearer. In the first period of 
post-war consolidation, this last or "border carrier" of bourgeois rule was social 
democracy ... 

By virtue of its social character as an original workers' party, social democracy 
brought into the system of consolidation at that time, beyond all its purely 
political thrust, the much more valuable and lasting asset of organized labor and, 
paralyzing its revolutionary energy, firmly linked it to the bourgeois state . ."6° 


It is not hard to see that this is a precise analysis of Silverberg's policy, 
as it was decisive for the 1920s. The second part of the article, entitled "The 
incorporation of National Socialism", describes the changed situation 
caused by the crisis, in which the elimination of parliament also rendered 
social democracy superfluous in its function as the political-parliamentary 
superstructure of the trade unions on the one hand and as a "mass base for 
the rule of the bourgeoisie in Germany" on the other. However, the 
resulting disagreement between the trade unions and the SPD created the 
preconditions for the "integration" of National Socialism to socially 
consolidate the capitalist economic and social order, which had come under 
threat: 


"By breaking away from Social Democracy, the trade unions lost their 
previous political representation, in place of which they needed a new and 
innovative political leadership in a state that was no longer parliamentary, or only 
to a very limited extent. If National Socialism succeeded in taking over this 
leadership and incorporating the trade unions into a bound social constitution, just 
as social democracy had previously incorporated them into the liberal constitution, 
National Socialism would thus become the bearer of a political leadership that 
would be crucial for the future. 
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The social system is an indispensable function of bourgeois rule and must necessarily find 
its organic place in the social and state system of this rule." 


The author of the article, Alfred Sohn-Rethel, provided the reasons that 
were decisive for Silverberg's turn to National Socialism and at the same 
time formulated the problems that remained to be solved until the NSDAP 
took over the government. Sohn-Rethel's later assertion that the article had 
been smuggled into the Korre- spondenz by him, an unrecognized Marxist 
at the time, "solely for the purpose" of "campaigning for the Communists" 
according to the somewhat limited Führerbrief editorial team” must be 
countered with the fact that the essay corresponded exactly to the DFB's 
overall line in autumn 1932. This has already been convincingly 
demonstrated‘® and also indirectly acknowledged by Sohn-Rethel® . For 
Silverberg, the series of articles had a dual function: on the one hand, it was 
intended as a basis for argumentation vis-a-vis Western industry in order to 
counteract their turning away from the NSDAP; on the other hand, the 
remarks were intended to serve as proof of a benevolent attitude towards 
Hitler and pave the way for direct contact.’ 

Silverberg contacted Hitler via Werner von Alvensleben’! in the winter 
of 1932/33, who was probably the most important intermediary in the 
negotiations with the NSDAP. He apparently made a point of coordinating 
with Krupp and Reusch” and informing them of his move. On the evening 
of August 31, 1932, Silverberg met with Alvensleben”? to make the position 
of the business community towards the NSDAP clear. Alvensleben made 
notes of this conversation’? and sent them to both Hitler and Schleicher, 
probably with Silverberg's approval” . As can be seen from the notes, 
Silverberg's primary interest was initially to prevent a coalition between the 
NSDAP and the Center Party in Prussia and the Reich.’° He attempted to 
focus National Socialism exclusively on its "national" component, to which 
alone the "14 Million Movement" owed its success. If the NSDAP now 
conducted negotiations with the Centre for "tactical reasons", the points of 
contact would at most be "where its own movement was already 
endangered by foreign ideas". Common ground with the Center could only 
be found in "trade union, socialist and Marxist ideas". However, if the 
NSDAP were to engage in such combinations and did not make a 
"conscious renunciation" of "occasionally published Marxist demands", 
there was a concrete danger to the continued existence of the "movement" 
because such ideas were "completely alien" to National Socialism.” 
Silverberg also emphasized to Paul Reusch that the prevention of a coalition 
between the NSDAP and the Centre was a central concern: "The whole 
thing stands and falls. 
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The question of the basis on which the coalition between the Center and the 
National Socialists in the Reich would come about. I need not tell you that, 
as far as I could without exposing myself too much, I made contact in all 
directions in order to thwart this game."”? 

In addition to this question, the conversation with Alvensleben focused 
primarily on Silverberg's offer of cooperation between business and 
National Socialism: Silverberg indicated that he was personally prepared to 
do so, but warned urgently against an unclear course of action by the party, 
which would lead to industry being turned away: 


"In order to get five million unemployed people off the streets and into the 
factories, the economy needs above all calm, order and a consistent political line. 
The economy was prepared to join forces with the National Socialist movement, 
whose nationalist drive it immediately embraced. However, the movement has not 
yet taken sufficient account of the economy's need for order, and there is therefore 
the possibility that it will turn away from National Socialism and follow the 
slogan of the Papen government, because its economic program has brought it the 
hope of securing order and a decisive rejection of socialism and Marxism. It is 
therefore becoming increasingly difficult for those business figures who have 
always (Silverberg speech in Dresden in 1926) been of the opinion that German 
entrepreneurship must go hand in hand with labor and also with a large political 
representation of the workforce to advocate the merger of business with National 
Socialism. Without the business community and the economy, however, National 
Socialism will be unable to bring the millions of unemployed into the companies, 
to give the people work and bread and thus create the conditions for the realization 
of the national goals."” 


As in Dresden in 1926, Silverberg was keen to join forces with "a large 
political representation of the workforce", but this time with the NSDAP 
instead of the SPD. Incidentally, this was also in the interests of the 
NSDAP, because "without the business community" it would not be 
possible for the party to overcome the crisis. However, this would require 
National Socialism to take better account of the "need for order in the 
economy" than before. 

As Silverberg's conversation with Alvensleben makes clear, the vote for 
cooperation with National Socialism was based on the need for 
entrepreneurs to "urge the leadership of the N.S.D.A.P. to be clear and 
unequivocal about their real economic and social program"? The 
Fuhrerbriefe also regarded the "immediate economic program" announced 
by Strasser in his Reichstag speech on 10 May as a mixture of "trade union 
thinking and German romanticism". The "immediate economic program" 
announced by Strasser in his Reichstag speech on May 10, which was 
generally viewed with great scepticism in industrial circles,®! was seen as a 
mixture of "trade union thinking and German romanticism", with which "no 
sober and 
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The program was to be "driven by a policy of economic success in line with 
reality" and "strong reservations" could not be suppressed when it was 
actually applied.” The repeated criticism of this program in the 
Führerbriefe in June, July and August 19328 culminated in the accusation 
that national socialism was prepared to abandon the world economy and 
"sacrifice" the German export industry. The immediate action program was 
"a move towards primitiveness, a flight from the complicated, from the 
division of labour and cooperation with other, externally determined factors 
into the simplicity of conditions, into their national manageability and 
regimentation; it is nothing other than a new mercantilism that is emerging 
here.** 

A connection between the RDI's actions against the "immediate 
program",®° Paul Reusch's intervention and Silverberg's advance via 
Alvensleben and the Führer letters is probable: the RDI's fa- schism 
consultant, Dr. Hans Reupke, had already contacted Silverberg in mid- 
August and had sent his colleague there, Dr. Bauer, a letter he had written 
in parallel to the RDI's official rejection of the "immediate program" (Her- 
tage). Hans Reupke,°° , had already contacted Silverberg in mid-August and 
provided his colleague there, Dr. Bauer, with a separate counter-draft "for 
confidential information", which he had prepared parallel to the official 
rejection of the "immediate program" by the RDI (Herle memorandum of 8 
September)?’ )". Reupke then made his paper "Leitsätze für eine 
Wirtschaftserklärung des nationalen Un- ternehmertums"®? , which was 
primarily directed against Renteln's "theses", available to the NSDAP via 
Gregor Strasser "for final consultation in the closest leadership circle".*° Dr. 
Bauer considered the idea expressed in Reupke's draft that "the economy 
must create a self-administration arising from itself as a counterbalance to 
the excessive influence of the state, which then directs the economic 
activity of the nation in conjunction with the state administration, but 
apparently in its own right" to be "very remarkable", especially because it 
was based on the ideas developed by Silverberg before the Berlin Club (3 
March 1932)?! 

Despite all the fundamental criticism of the NSDAP's economic 
program, it was surprising that the Führerbrief editors gave Gregor Strasser, 
who was responsible from the party side, a seemingly contradictory, 
initially still wavering, later clearly positive assessment.” Silverberg's 
colleague Dr. Bauer also saw Strasser as a personality who was "apparently 
quite open-minded". On the one hand, the Führerbriefe attested to 
Strasser's "tendency towards a certain radicalism", "the extent of which, 
however, is not yet clear",** but on the other hand recognized that his 
speech of the 
May 10, 1932 "in its efforts to be objective" had already initiated the 
"transition of the N.S.D.A.P. from opposition to a governmental position".” 
This ambivalent assessment resulted not least from the mediating role that 
Strasser had been assigned: for Silver- 
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berg and his circle of collaborators the indispensable starting point for 
integrating the working class through the NSDAP. In this sense, the 
Führerbriefe reported with satisfaction that Strasser was "very skillfully" 
driving "a wedge between the trade unions and the Social Democrats"”° and 
seeking to accelerate their mutual process of replacement.” The verbal 
radicalism of National Socialism was therefore also understood and 
legitimized as a necessary lure for the masses; in this sense, Strasser's major 
radio speech of 20 June 1932 met with almost enthusiastic approval: 


"It is an excellent model of the real National Socialist program. In contrast to 
the goal statements of bourgeois parties, this program does not proclaim any 
tangible tasks that the party promises to tackle and solve one way or another, but 
only wants two things: to form a block of faith and will and to announce the 
general direction in which this block is to be set in motion ... That is why the 
program is rooted in exclusivity and culminates in mysticism. That is why it 
always remains - not out of intellectual misappropriation or duplicity, as so many 
opponents believe 
- in the indeterminate, but in an indeterminate that is populated by ideals and 
illusions, that allows every hope and only too easily elates the simple and 
deceived mind."?® 


In September 1932, the last doubts about Gregor Strasser's usefulness 
faded for the Führerbriefe: after a "lively debate" with Hitler (probably 
directly after September 12, 1932), in which Strasser's negotiations with 
Schleicher were the main topic, the Reich Organization Leader of the 
NSDAP reaffirmed his loyal attitude towards the "Führer" and the entire 
party . September 1932), which primarily concerned Strasser's 
negotiations with Schleicher,” the Reich Organizational Leader of the 
NSDAP reaffirmed his loyal stance towards the "Führer" and the party as a 
whole! and, faced with the "clear and final choice", opted for the "path of 
the conservative revolutionary", i.e. "joining forces with Hitler".'°' In an 
interview with the American journalist H. R. Knickerbocker, which had 
previously received too little attention, this turnaround was confirmed: 
Strasser stated unequivocally: "We recognize private property. We 
recognize private initiative. We recognize our debts and our obligation to 
pay them. We are against the nationalization of industry. We are against the 
nationalization of trade. We are against planned economy in the Soviet 
sense ... If we come to power, there will be no violent changes." For 
Knickerbocker, this conversation resulted in the definitive realization "that 
capitalism has nothing to fear from the National Socialists".'” Another 
important programmatic signal in this context was the reorganization of 
"Main Department IV (Economics) of the Reich Organizational 
Leadership of the N.S.D.A.P.", which the DFB had already announced on 
16 September 1932! . The disempowerment of Wagener, with the 
simultaneous upgrading of Walter Funk, made it clear that an important 
preliminary decision had been made at this time. 


Notes on chapter XII on p. 265-73 165 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter XII: Silverberg's special role 
in 1932/33 


The decision on future National Socialist economic policy had already been 
made. 104 

In the debate with Hitler in mid-September 1932, Strasser also promised, 
as the Führerbriefe reported, that he would "refrain from using questionable 
slogans close to Marxist socialism" in the election campaign propaganda.'® 
The slogan issued for the campaign for the Reichstag election on November 
6, 1932, of "moderation in the manner of fighting and distancing oneself 
from class war slogans" was "consistently adhered to" in the Führerbriefe. 
Strasser's much-noticed appearance in front of 15,000 NSDAP factory cell 
leaders on October 20, 1932 in the Berlin Sportpalast and the new 
"Economic Reconstruction Programme of the N.S.D.A.P." announced there 
also met with undivided approval: 


"Strasser's very balanced explanations of the National Socialist economic and 
job creation program simultaneously solicit the trust of the economy and the broad 
strata of employees and consumers. Particularly noteworthy are the moderate 
formulations about the 
"German socialism", which gives private initiative the widest possible scope."!% 


Nevertheless, the diverse promotion of the Führerbriefe and Silverberg's 
support for Strasser had little to do with the formation of a front against 
Hitler. In fact, for Silverberg and his associates, Hitler and Strasser 
manifested the poles of a dual strategy assigned to National Socialism vis-a- 
vis the party's mass base on the one hand and the interests of the economy 
on the other. According to the Führerbriefe, a promising propagation of the 
national community ideology required Strasser to appear within the 
National Socialist movement in a necessary complementary function to 
Hitler, who in turn was to be entrusted with the overall leadership of 
politics. Hitler himself was the "strongest hope" within a "transformation 
process" in the NSDAP against "that we capitulate to the mass frenzy, that a 
renascence of Weimar begins, that is, of democracy, parliamentarianism, 
legality, the entire ideology of the last 150 years." It was therefore 
necessary "to delimit Hitler's ideas within the NSDAP from those of his 
sub-leaders and to strengthen them as the ideological goals of the 
movement, which are greater than the parliamentary-political goals of the 
party."'” The Führerbriefe also saw Hitler's claim to leadership as a 
guarantee for the NSDAP's overall pro-business line: 


"He is a man with such a pronounced sense of responsibility and, as far as we 
know, such a pronounced aversion to radical experiments and the assertion and 
hasty realization of economically and socio-politically unreasonable demands, that 
in his person there is already a very strong element of control and corrective 
action against any 
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German society as a whole is detrimental to the radicalism of future party politics."!%8 


The consistent advocacy of the Führerbriefe for "calling Hitler and his 
party ... to full responsibility in the leadership of Reich politics" before and 
after August 13, 1932 (while at the same time taking a sharp turn against 
von Papen's authoritarian experiment) was thus consistent!” and confirmed 
the positive assessment of Hitler by Silverberg and his circle of associates. 

Silverberg's contacts with Strasser ran in parallel to his relationship with 
Hitler and represented their logical correlate, i.e. were by no means aimed 
at separating him from the party. Silverberg also provided financial 
"subsidies", which were eventually passed on to Strasser through opaque 
channels. Meynen's information that von Alvensleben, who had established 
the first contacts between Silverberg and Hitler, played a central role in 
this,!!° is apparently correct. Reupke and Strasser's adjutant, Paul Schulz, 
also acted as intermediaries.!!! As with Silverberg's other political 
financings, the transactions were apparently carried out via the "Bank für 
deutsche Industrieobligationen" (Bafio).!!? 

Despite his advocacy of transferring government responsibility to 
National Socialism, Silverberg did not consider joining the 'movement' 
itself, for which Schacht and Funk had campaigned in 1931 and 1932,13, 
However, he did see the possibility of having his colleague Otto Meynen 
negotiate directly with Hitler. Again, Al- vensleben acted as an 
intermediary and asked Hitler to receive Meynen in a letter dated 
September 15, 1932.!'4 As editor of the Führerbriefe, Meynen, Silverberg's 
"right-hand man", had "consistently campaigned for our movement to take 
full responsibility for Reich politics." Now, however, Papen had "exerted 
strong pressure to get the Führerbriefe to change their position." As these 
letters were of "very far-reaching political importance", he, Alvensleben, 
was "anxious to prevent Papen from getting through to the Führerbriefe." A 
reception by Meynen would therefore be "significant for all possible 
reasons." The letter was accompanied by two Führer letters, No. 66 dated 
August 26 and No. 68 dated September 2, 1932.!!5 

Since the meeting between Hitler and Meynen scheduled for September 
16 did not materialize, Alvensleben made his request again a few days later, 
not without praising Silverberg as a man who had "earned himself 
extraordinary merits in the economic field" and had "only one fault", 
namely that he was "a descendant of the Jews".!!%° Alvensleben also 
informed Hitler that he had sent his private secretary Rudolf Hess the "last 
numbers" of the Führer's 
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letters: It was hardly a coincidence that these were the very copies that 
contained the groundbreaking reconsolidation article. 

At the beginning of November 1932, the desired meeting between 
Silverberg's "negotiators", Meynen and Reuter, and Hitler actually took 
place in the Hotel Kaiserhof, the Berlin headquarters of the NSDAP. 
According to a report in "Welt am Montag", the meeting itself lasted "over 
an hour. . In keeping with his temperament, Hitler spent nine-tenths of the 
conversation alone. But that also happened to suit the negotiators, as they 
wanted to hear his opinion. After [their] return, they expressed their 
confidence and emphasized that Hitler 'now knew the limits of his political 
power'.''7 In the Führer letters and the "Velten letters", which were almost 
identical, Meynen and Reuter, who were otherwise sparing with 
information about the meeting, affırmed that despite the Reich President's 
"reluctance" to appoint him Chancellor, Hitler would not "allow himself to 
be pushed into any imprudence": They had "gotten far too good an 
impression of his clear, sober real-political view from a recent conversation 
with Hitler" for them to assume "he would not try to seize a legal 
opportunity".!'8 

Meynen's later statement that it was a non-binding discussion of 
economic policy forecasts "on the course of the crisis at the time", a topic 
on which he had been consulted by Hitler as an expert recommended by 
Alvensleben, hardly does justice to the event.!!? The version that Hitler was 
primarily interested in reinforcing the special political role of Silverberg and 
the Führerbrief editorial team, i.e. their support for his chancellorship, is 
probably more correct. Silverberg's desire "to be regarded as a decisive 
advisor and economic factor again in the new direction" may have played a 
role.!20 

In any case, the Führerbriefe continued to demand that Hitler take over 
the government and rejected any "interim solution". On the occasion of the 
upcoming negotiations between Hindenburg and Hitler on the formation of 
a new government on November 19, the DFB wrote, "one could not wish 
urgently enough that an understanding be reached in this historic hour ... 
That is why Hindenburg should make Hitler the man he trusts, unless he 
himself proposes someone else. "121 This plea, which probably kept open 
the chance of a way out (if Hitler were to name Strasser),'?* corresponded in 
substance to the petition to the Reich President initiated by the "Keppler 
Circle". Silverberg was obviously also personally prepared to sign the 
petition. In any case, Keppler reported to Krogmann on November 14, 
1932: "Even Silverberg wants to sign without considering his ancestry."!7 
As Silverberg later 
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ter confirmed that he was aware of the campaign, "but nobody contacted me 
about my signature, which was not really possible given my 
background."!*4 

After Hindenburg had once again rejected a Hitler cabinet because it 
would "inevitably develop into a party dictatorship", the Führerbriefe, who 
saw the "greater right" on Hitler's side, fell into helplessness as they could 
see no viable alternative: 


"... at the moment we cannot imagine a solution to the government crisis that 
would last longer and offer the prospect of the necessary success of the new 
government. The circumstances actually required the appointment of Schleicher 
as Chancellor, but he would probably have to be seized by the President of the 
Reich for this purpose. The reappointment of Papen would be most unsuitable for 
the authority of a presidential government . . ."!*° 


4. Schleicher's "Strasser solution" and Silverberg's policy 


Schleicher's concept of a mass base, which probably went further than 
Papen's idea of the "New State", was decisively rejected by Silverberg 
insofar as it was primarily based on a "cross axis" to the trade unions. In 
this sense, Silverberg had already warned in September 1932, in view of a 
possible coalition between the NSDAP and the Centre in the Reich, of the 
dangers of a cross-connection between "all trade union and socialist 
sections of the Centre and the National Socialists", who were "completely 
united in the intention" to "carry out the nationalization of at least mining, 
heavy industry and allegedly also large-scale chemistry ... One has reason to 
assume that these efforts find their central driving force in the Reichswehr 
Ministry, which has set up a full-time economic policy department and, 
borne by ideas of authority and the safeguarding of national defence, 
promotes these ideas of socialization and the planned economy. . . "126 

Silverberg's distance from Schleicher!?’ was reinforced by the obvious 
influence of the Cologne iron industrialist Otto Wolff on the Reichswehr 
Minister at the time, who, supported by Schleicher, was primarily seeking 
to enter the profitable Russian business.!?8 Old personal animosities 
between Silverberg and Wolff culminated in a public press feud in 
September 1932:12? This controversy gave rise to a dispute at a higher 
political level between Hitler and the Schleicher-Wolff group on the issue 
of the NSDAP's participation in the government.'*° In agreement with 
Reusch!?! , Silverberg feared above all that "internal reform" would come to 
a standstill 
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under Schleicher. As early as November 1932, the 'Führerbriefe' had 
already worked out in detail the aims of Silverberg, who had previously 
declared himself to be a "supporter of a professional second chamber" ,'?? . 
In an article apparently written personally by the industrialist, "Je- na or 
Sedan", the fundamental alternative in the future political development 
appeared dramatically sharpened: 


"There is now an opportunity to change the "actual system', the relationship 
between the state and the economy. But there is a lack of unity and will in the 
economy. Today we are finally ready to govern without social democrats, but the 
establishment of a bourgeois-private economic regime is initially weakened by a 
strong opposition between liberal and feudal capitalism, between industry and 
agriculture ... 

The purpose of the crisis should be for the business community to get rid of 
this system, even with temporary inconveniences, and to prove to the trade unions 
that the state is not needed. You will never get rid of it in the economic cycle ... 
Sedan or Jena? Real reform of the existing system or just shrinking and patching 
up cracks? ... That is the epochal question for the economy. ."133 


Consequently, Silverberg welcomed Schleicher's chancellorship with 
cautious reserve. In front of the DIHT board, he attempted to counteract the 
positive assessment!*4 of the new cabinet that was emerging here. In a reply 
to a decidedly benevolent appraisal of the Schleicher government by Eduard 
Hamm, Silverberg warned: 


"We should not give advance praise to the new government, but wait and see 
how things go. Perhaps serious discussions about planned economy tendencies or 
even socialist tendencies would be necessary, and one could not yet foresee how 
the new government would deal with such issues. The tactics of the trade unions 
cannot be foreseen at the moment either. We therefore need to be all the more 
cautious ... "135 


The fact that Silverberg did not share Krupp and Kastl's course, who 
backed the incumbent cabinet within the RDI, was also shown by his 
approvall36 of Herles's attack on Schleicher in front of industrialists in 
Neuss on January 2, 1933.137 However, Silverberg's "reserve" towards 
Schleicher and his program was not to be equated with total confrontation: 
after all, he acknowledged that the government and its ministers had 
"prevented the worst of all solutions by refusing to participate in a new 
Papen cabinet" and had thus put an end to Papen's authoritarian 
experiments, which were not without danger for the economy. For 
Silverberg, however, Schleicher's main task was to "leave no stone 
unturned" in order to "persuade a majority of the people, and first and 
foremost the National Socialists, to cooperate." 138 

With the Reich Chancellor's attempt to resolve the political crisis through a 
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split in the NSDAP and the separation of the trade union wing under the 
leadership of Gregor Strasser,'?° the possibility of an alliance between 
Silverberg and Schleicher, which was only theoretical anyway, was 
shattered. The version spread in this context by Otto Meynen after the war 
that Silverberg, in order to help avoid the "Hitler dictatorship", had actively 
promoted Strasser's attempt "to form a government without and against 
Hitler with the realpolitik wing of the NSDAP, the bourgeois parties and 
with the support of the Social Democrats",'*° belongs just as much to the 
realm of legend as the thesis that the "Schleicher camp ... could rely solely 
on Paul Silverberg in the Ruhr industry", "who was also prepared to join a 
Schleicher-Strasser cabinet, because Schleicher's program followed his line 
of integrating National Socialism into a constructive policy".!*! In fact, 
Schleicher's concept of division and Silverberg's approach, who supported 
Hitler's claim to political leadership and wanted to integrate the entire 
party, were completely contradictory. The files confirm this picture: there is 
no documentary evidence of Silverberg's contacts with Schleicher,!*? but 
there are links to Strasser and Hitler, whose roles within the NSDAP were 
seen as part of a dual strategy for the party.!* 

Gregor Strasser's spectacular resignation from the leadership of the 
NSDAP and the resignation of his office as Reich Organization Leader of 
the party on 8 December 1932 meant a serious setback for Silverberg's 
concept, if not its failure altogether. The Führerbriefe, which regarded 
Strasser as the "best, or at least the most statesmanlike head of the 
NSDAP",!# correctly understood his resigned resignation as a defeat for the 
party wing willing to cooperate and compromise, which was primarily due 
to the intrigues of Goebbels, the exponent of the NSDAP's total claim to 
power.!# In his well-known letter to Hitler, Strasser confirmed this version: 
the NSDAP should not be "merely a worldview movement that becomes a 
religion", "but a fighting movement that must strive for power in the state in 
every possible way". He considered "the sole hope of chaos as the fateful 
hour of the party" to be "wrong, dangerous and not in the interests of 
Germany as a whole."!*° Strasser's resignation reflected the serious crisis in 
which the party found itself after the Reich President repeatedly rejected 
Hitler's chancellorship. When the Reichstag elections of November 6, 1932 
saw a decline in votes and seats for the NSDAP for the first time, the 
momentum seemed to have been broken and the movement had passed its 
zenith. Strasser's attempt to counter the concept of attrition with the 
NSDAP's gradual approach to power, particularly in the form of taking over 
the office of Prussian Minister President, was met with a 
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"palace revolution", as Goebbels wanted people to believe,'*’ had nothing 
to do with it. Rather, for Strasser, who was unable to detach himself from 
the principle of soldierly subordination,'*® agreement with Hitler was a 
prerequisite for his policies. When Hitler withdrew his confidence in him, 
Strasser left the field without a fight. 

After Hitler's direct path "into power" had once again failed in 
November 1932, the Führerbriefe had certainly considered the tactical 
variant of an "interim solution" with Strasser, namely by appointing him 
either as Prussian Minister President or even Reich Chancellor, without 
losing sight of the ultimate goal of transferring political power to Hitler, 
whose authority within the NSDAP was unreservedly recognized.' now, 
after the 
December 8, 1932, it was important to exhaust the possibilities of a 
reconciliation between Strasser and Hitler as long as the state of limbo 
within the NSDAP persisted. The chance of such an understanding, which 
would also have meant an understanding between Schleicher and National 
Socialism, was followed closely by the Fihrerbriefe,!°° but viewed with 
appropriate skepticism.'>! The failure of Schleicher's speculation that he 
could bring about a split in the NSDAP, as had become apparent after the 
party's psychologically decisive election victory in Lippe on January 15, 
1933, gave new impetus to the Führerbrief editors' hopes of Strasser's 
reintegration into the National Socialist movement. It was only after the 
Reichstag elections of March 5, 1933 and the enforcement of the Enabling 
Act that this idea, now completely overtaken by political realities, was 
finally dropped.'°? 


5. The Cologne talks between Papen and Silverberg 


Press reports from January 1933 that Silverberg and the "young people 
around the Führerbriefe" were "not uninvolved" in the organization of the 
Cologne meeting between Papen and Hitler on January 4, 1933,15? do not 
seem entirely unlikely from the industrialist's 1932/33 alliance perspective. 
However, Silverberg had this information vigorously denied by the Conti 
office: He had" nothing at all to do with the whole affair" and had only 
learned of "that meeting between Mr. Hitler and Mr. von Papen the 
following day in Berlin through the press."!°* In this sense, Silverberg also 
rejected the account spread by the former French ambassador in Berlin, 
André Frangois-Poncet, after the war!>> that he personally (named in second 
place alongside Schacht, Thyssen and Vögler) 
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had directly and actively supported Papen's efforts in January 1933 to reach 
an understanding with Hitler. He must regard such a claim as "a grievous 
injustice".136 

In fact, Papen had written to Silverberg that he was "busy" in Cologne 
on January 4, 1933, and had registered with the industrialist for the evening. 
Papen also visited Silverberg that day, as previously agreed, in his private 
apartment just a few steps away from the banker von Schroeder's house and 
stayed for dinner. Only a brief statement by Silverberg is available about 
the content of the conversation, which has not yet become known: 
According to this, Papen had not "mentioned with a word" to him his fateful 
negotiations with Hitler at midday. In the course of the conversation, the 
guest had rather made the suggestion of founding a "new political party". 
However, he had rejected this idea as "useless".!57 

Silverberg's account misses the core of the problem, at least as far as the 
purpose of the conversation is concerned: for Papen, the political purpose of 
the discussion will undoubtedly have been to win over Western industry as 
an ally for his new concept of forming a government with Hitler as Reich 
Chancellor. Silverberg, who in the summer and fall of 1932, in contrast to 
moderate heavy industry, had already been an uncompromising advocate of 
transferring government responsibility to National Socialism, must have 
seemed a natural starting point. However, as the course of the Dortmund 
talks described above and the subsequent negotiations in January 1933 
showed, an agreement between politicians and the Reusch Group on the 
question of Hitler's chancellorship was not reached in this way either. '5® 

Nevertheless, a positive assessment of his political role now prevailed 
for the first time in the Führerbriefe, which was certainly a journalistic 
success for Papen. Thus the correspondence following 4 January conceded 
that Papen "honestly wanted to serve the goal of integrating the National 
Socialists into the national concentration, the necessity of which is thus only 
recognized once again".!5? As the crisis surrounding the Schleicher cabinet 
reached its climax at the end of January 1933 and speculation about Papen's 
reappointment as Reich Chancellor emerged in public, the Führer's letters 
were relaxed and attested that "in the last two months he had given far too 
strong a demonstration of his selfless national will" for it to be assumed that 
he would personally reach for the Chancellorship.!® 

With regard to the line of the Führerbriefe, it should be noted that in 
mid-January 1933, in addition to the previously exclusively advocated goal 
of "taking National Socialism in its entirety into the government", the 
correspondence also pointed out a new, now also conceivable alternative, 
namely "to govern temporarily without parliament".'! Parallel to 
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This vote in favor of an emergency dictatorship for a limited period of time 
was accompanied by new tones towards Hitler and the NSDAP's claim to 
leadership, in which Gregor Strasser's arguments clearly resonated and 
which could certainly be understood as a warning to the party: 


"The accumulation of empty demagoguery, vain ambition, brutal nerdism, not 
to mention other excesses, makes the party appear, despite Hitler's outstanding 
position, as a distorted image that must fill everyone who feels responsible for the 
national idea with grave concern ... The failure to date was based on Hitler's 
identification of the exclusivity of the idea and the total claim to power ... For the 
ultimate goal of the total transformation of the state in the national sense, 
however, the installation of the NSDAP is no longer of the importance that this 
question had about a year ago." 162 


With the escalation of the political situation at the end of January 1933, 
these speculations about an authoritarian supreme cabinet were then 
dropped again without replacement.'® On the occasion of Hitler's 
appointment, the Führerbriefe finally stated, not without satisfaction, that 
the "government crisis ... had found the pleasingly quick solution through 
Hitler's appointment as Reich Chancellor", "which we have constantly 
demanded as the best since the summer, despite no small amount of 
criticism and hostility."!+ 
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XII. Large-scale industry and the 
national socialist dictatorship in the 
spring of 1933 


1. Industry and January 30, 1933 


Hitler's appointment as Reich Chancellor took place with a divided 
industrial front. In a slightly modified form, the same spectrum emerged as 
in the fall of 1931 vis-a-vis the Harzburg Front: at the end of January 1933, 
as the government crisis was approaching its climax, the RDI top leadership 
was firmly in favor of Schleicher's cabinet remaining in office. At the same 
time, it approved of Schleicher's attempt to bring about an easing of the 
political situation by adjourning the Reichstag until the fall of 1933, without 
entrusting the National Socialists with government responsibility. This, and 
not the "transfer of power" to Hitler,' appeared to the Reichsverband to be a 
"way out" in the specific situation at the beginning of 1933, which, "from 
the point of view of the economy", was "far preferable to any other"? In 
continuation of this line, the Executive President of the RDI, Ge- heimrat 
Kastl, together with the DIHT, intervened with the State Secretary in the 
Presidential Chancellery, Otto Meissner, apparently to prevent Hitler 
becoming Chancellor at the last minute.* 

When the decision had been made and the new cabinet under National 
Socialist leadership had been formed, the DWZ commented on Schleicher's 
fall with the remark, addressed not least to Hindenburg, that it was the 
"tragedy" of this Reich Chancellor that he "ultimately lost the trust of the 
place from which he had primarily been appointed and authorized." 
Personalities such as von Wilmowsky, who held a key position within the 
"Central European Economic Day" (MWT), or the editor of the DAZ, Fritz 
Klein, also conveyed remarkable expressions of solidarity to the general in 
the "moment of the race for the favor of the new masters".» Wilmowsky 
wrote: 


"You can take whatever view you like of the government reshuffle, and you 
may fully concede the primacy of politics over emotional impulses; from a human 
point of view, I found it most regrettable that a personality like you should no 
longer act responsibly in this critical hour."® 
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Moderate heavy industry, whose position was articulated above all by 
Paul Reusch, did not agree with this judgment. The "disappearance" of 
Schleicher, whose policy of "reconciliation" had been met with the fiercest 
resistance, was registered here with satisfaction.’ However, in line with the 
conservative-authoritarian basic orientation of this group of entrepreneurs, 
this did not mean unreserved approval of the Hitler regime. Reusch warned 
the chief editor of the "Fränkischer Kurier", Rudolf Kötter: "I still ask you 
to adopt a wait-and-see and sober attitude towards the government. 
Enthusiasm is not yet the order of the day."? - In contrast, Hindenburg's 
decision of January 30, 1933, was the only solution that the Hitler wing of 
industry had been uncompromisingly pursuing for a long time. His 
spokesman within big industry, Fritz Thyssen, had previously repeatedly 
pointed out that National Socialism knew "only one leader" who "alone was 
called" to "give Germany the form of government which, in human 
judgment, alone is able to stand up to the overthrow and destruction of 
European civilization."? The moderate heavy industry was more skeptical 
here and was also unsure about the prospects of success of a "conservative 
framing", especially as Vice Chancellor von Papen, despite his close 
political ties to Springorum, the chairman of the Langnam Association, had 
not followed the ideas of the Ruhr industry in the decisive preliminary 
negotiations with the NSDAP in January 1933.!° In particular, the Reichstag 
elections scheduled for March 5 were looked forward to with some concern, 
also because of a possible shift in the balance of power to the disadvantage 
of the bourgeois element in the government: Reusch told Hamm of the 
DIHT that there was "no doubt" that the elections would have an 
"unfavorable influence on economic life", 


"since for the time being nobody knows where the journey is going and 
consequently there can be no confidence in the further development of things. - It 
is true that the bourgeoisie is as little prepared for these elections as it was for the 
previous ones. If it does not decide to unite into a single large party, it will no 
longer play a role in German political life for the time being." !! 


Reusch saw correctly, but had no viable alternative concept ready to 
realize his political programme: The idea of a "bourgeois rally" around the 
DNVP as a crystallization point, which was again floated in 
February/March 1933, could hardly be considered a realistic approach, as 
Reusch himself probably knew. After all, moderate heavy industry 
endeavored to strengthen Papen's position by providing massive financial 
support for the "black-white-red battle front"; however, this had little to do 
with opposition, as the collection was considered to be a "bourgeois 
collection". 
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The purpose of collecting the election funds was to support Papen's 
"political unification work" as a whole,'!? was therefore in fact aimed at 
consolidating the Nazi system. 


2. The conflict with the Hitler government in economic policy 


In February and March 1933, the RDI and DIHT continued their general 
criticism of the NSDAP's economic program,!? but also of Schacht's 
plans,'* in February and March 1933, maintaining their distanced approach: 
the new state leadership was publicly certified that its concept was "still a 
long way from ultimate clarity",'5 a statement that Reich Chancellor Hitler 
definitively confirmed in the cabinet and justified with the need for 
propaganda aimed at broad impact.!® In continuity with the trade policy line 
already adopted by Papen and Schleicher, the fight against autarky was at 
the forefront of the RDI and DIHT's dispute with National Socialist 
economic policy.!” 

Immediately after the inauguration of the Hitler-Papen cabinet, the 
representatives of the leading associations met to initiate measures to 
counteract a move away from a global market-oriented trading system in 
view of the expected unification of the Ministry of Economics and the 
Ministry of Food. At the same time, the industrial organizations agreed to 
keep their distance from the government and "not to seek an official 
audience with the Reich Chancellor or Hugenberg for the time being" so 
that, according to Kastl, the "impression" would not arise "as if we were 
trying to make some kind of appeal".'* On the occasion of the first meeting 
between industry and the new Economics and Food Minister Hugenberg on 
February 9, 1933, Kastl presented a detailed aide-mémoire,!’ , in which the 
principle of an export-oriented trade policy was declared to be 
indispensable. In agreement with the DIHT and the International Chamber 
of Commerce, the representatives of the Reichsverband demanded that the 
government drop the plans to introduce trade quotas, as demanded by the 
agricultural sector and also advocated by Schacht,*° . In his capacity as 
deputy chairman of the RDI, Silverberg described the attempt at "such a 
schematic regulation of trade relations as disastrous",?! and Frowein 
emphasized on behalf of the International Chamber of Commerce "that a 
restructuring of the German economy is inconceivable without a 
restructuring of the world economy. There was international agreement that 
the principle of most-favored-nation treatment had to be upheld ... Today, 
people think too bilaterally in terms of economic policy and have to get 
used to thinking and acting multilaterally again."”? 


Notes on chapter XIII on pp. 273-78 177 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter XIII: Big Industry and the Nazi 
Dictatorship in 1933 


On behalf of the DIHT, Hamm pointed out the "connections between 
unemployment and export promotion" and warned against "measures" that 
could "shake the trade policy relationship with our main customers".?? The 
export industry's serious concerns? about the Nazi government's increasing 
policy of autarky also dominated the RDI's presidential meeting on 
February 17, 1933:?5 In its first public statement on the inauguration of 
Hitler's cabinet, the presidium was brief, 


"that industry's position towards the new government must remain dependent on 
its economic policy measures. In the opinion of industry, it is of crucial importance 
for the improvement of economic conditions that disturbances of inner peace and 
social harmony are avoided so that the existing possibilities of organic health, which 
is vital for the entire German people, are not destroyed. Entrepreneurs and workers 
must contribute to this in the interests of the general public."?® 


The tenor of this statement was in line with a communication already 
circulated on February 10 that the RDI's position "on the new Reich 
Cabinet, as on previous governments, would be determined solely by its 
economic measures".*’ Following the presidential meeting, Krupp was 
instructed to personally lobby Hitler against a change in foreign trade 
relations: This was to take place during the well-known meeting of leading 
industrialists with Hitler at Göring's house on February 20, 1933.78 On a 
handout apparently intended as a reminder for the meeting, Krupp had 
neatly noted: "Avoidance of renewed unrest in trade policy issues ... 
Strengthen exports as far as possible in order to create jobs" and finally, as 
an addendum, "Make it more difficult to support the government if one- 
sided agricultural policy is exaggerated."”” In March 1933, after the 
Reichstag elections and the Enabling Act, the RDI presented a 
programmatic declaration on German economic, financial and social policy, 
which had remained ineffective in view of further developments, but whose 
fundamental significance had not yet been taken into account, which was 
fully in line with liberal economic theory and also adhered to the principle 
of world market orientation in trade policy.” Section VII of the 
memorandum stated: 


"German trade policy must be designed in such a way that, on the one hand, 
national production is granted sufficient protection, but that, on the other hand, 
exports, on which more than 20% of the population still live today, are not reduced, 
but are expanded again if possible. The right way to save agriculture is not through 
one-sided protective measures, which in the long run are detrimental to agriculture 
itself, but by strengthening the internal market so that sufficient purchasing power 
is available for the sale of agricultural products. Every additional yield of the 
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German exports means such a desirable strengthening of the domestic market."*! 


The National Socialist program was also at odds with the views of major 
industry when it came to financial and monetary policy: the RDI and DIHT, 
but also parts of heavy industry, adhered to the traditional doctrine of 
balanced budgets and continued to firmly reject extensive deficit-spending 
programs as "currency experiments".*? Luther's removal from the board of 
directors of the Reichsbank on March 16, 1933 triggered unrest within the 
broadest circles of industry, as he was seen as the guarantor of a sound 
economic policy geared towards stability, who had so far succeeded in 
"fending off the onslaught of the many false or misguided prophets and 
reformers who were willing to substitute prudent reasoning with 
experiments".*? Therefore, when Schacht's reappointment as President of 
the Reichsbank became apparent, preventive measures to safeguard Luther's 
monetary policy were discussed in the inner circle of the RDI Presidium.** 
Kastl, "who was extremely concerned by the development and spoke of 
great dangers", made representations to Luther himself, who was still in 
office, but was finally persuaded that "there was no other way to go", so 
resistance to the instructions of the political leadership within the General 
Council of the Reichsbank seemed futile.° The subsequent attempt to 
commit Schacht to Luther's conservative economic policy** documented an 
unrealistic assessment of the overall situation, but at the same time made it 
clear with what skepticism the industry looked forward to his return to 
office. 

It was therefore not surprising that the leading associations initially 
viewed the "economic system of fascism", the outlines of which could not 
yet be recognized with the desired precision in February and March 1933, 
with little enthusiasm. The renunciation of the "old, worn-out principles 
of a liberalist economic policy", as Thyssen demanded at the presidential 
meeting of the RDI on March 23, had not yet been implemented: Rather, 
in its memorandum of March 1933, the Reichsverband insisted on a clean 
"separation" between state and economy and, regardless of concessions in 
terminology, issued a clear rejection of any form of state interventionism.** 
In this sense, Krupp had also noted as a demand of industry to Hitler: 
"Restriction of public expenditure to the basis" before 1900 (!) "in 
proportion to the extent of total economic production at that time".°? 

The opposition of big industry to a state capitalist system was also 
documented in the attempt to once again seek cooperation with the 
organized working class,*° now with the objective, 
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to bring about a defensive alliance between the employers' organizations 
and the trade unions to defend against the interventionist policies of 
National Socialism. In March 1933, there were signs that the Central Labor 
Union was being considered for reactivation: After talks with C. F. von 
Siemens and an exchange of views with Krupp, Clemens Lam- mers, a 
member of the RDI presidium, suggested "giving renewed expression to the 
idea of the working community in a widely visible form" in order to 
"deflect the plans that exist among the National Socialists with regard to 
reshaping the associations and trade unions along Italian lines."*! 
Silverberg's private secretary in Cologne, Dr. Bauer, also suggested that the 
idea of a "working community between employers and employees", which 
Siemens had initially expressed to the general meeting of Siemens & 
Halske AG on February 28, 1933, should be taken up.” It had been 
explained, 


"that especially in the current political situation, in which the trades are in an 
extraordinarily weak position, such words from the business camp have a strong 
conciliatory effect and have also been understood in this sense, and that it is an 
unrepeatable opportunity to now promote the plan of making the workforce more 
responsible for the economic process, especially since this also falls within the 
framework of the view of the economy previously represented by the N.S.D.A.P.". 


Bauer explicitly referred to the concept developed by Silverberg in 
Dresden in 1926 for the further development of the central working group.* 

In its aide-memoire of 23 March 1933, the RDI did not explicitly 
address the idea of a working community, but emphasized that in addition 
to the "avoidance of internal unrest"** and the "maintenance of legal 
security"* , the preservation of "social peace" was an absolute prerequisite 
for economic recovery. The "social peace" would "essentially depend on the 
possibility of understanding cooperation between entrepreneurs and 
workers, which must be characterized by a positive attitude towards the idea 
of the state and by overcoming the idea of class struggle and party-political 
aspects".4° This statement, which is certainly open to interpretation, is 
obviously linked to the ADGB's announcement of March 21, 1933 on the 
tasks and position of the trade unions: The trade unions, according to the 
ADGB, were "guided by the will" to "carry out the representation of 
workers' interests incumbent upon them in free agreement with the 
employers" and "to cooperate permanently with the employers' 
organizations in the sense of self-administration of the economy, also 
beyond the area of wage and working conditions."*’ 

Thyssen's accusations at the RDI presidential meeting on March 23 
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1933 that the Reichsverband and other industrialists had "attempted a front 
with the trade unions against the government" does not appear to be 
completely out of thin air from this perspective, especially as Krupp 
admitted that "some gentlemen", including himself, had "discussed the 
prospects of future cooperation between employers and employees, as it had 
existed in the past and would probably exist again in the future" with some 
trade union representatives.*® 

Nevertheless, these talks with the trade unions cannot be interpreted as 
attempts at a strategy aimed at opposing the Hitler government: Rather, 
they corresponded to a policy of the employers' associations aimed at 
fending off state interventionism, whereby the "strong state" had to limit 
itself to guaranteeing the external framework conditions of economic 
activity. This concept, which was still based entirely on the liberal model, 
explains why the chairman of the RDI, Krupp, saw no contradiction in 
assuring the new state leadership under Hitler of political support at the 
same time, despite considerable programmatic differences. This became 
particularly clear in the aforementioned meeting between leading 
industrialists and the Reich Chancellor on February 20, 1933. Hitler showed 
an astonishing openness there and left no doubt about the NSDAP's total 
claim to power,’ but on the other hand knew how to "cleverly combine his 
own authoritarian-dictatorial economic concept with the anti-democratic 
claims to authority of a business ideology that was hostile to the majority 
and trade unions".*° It was symptomatic that Hitler, who was primarily 
interested in securing the support of industry for the Reichstag elections on 
March 5, 1933, said "relatively little" on "economic issues ... relatively 
little"5! and was by no means willing to accept the model of a strict 
separation of state and economy that Krupp had made the basis for 
cooperation with the National Socialists in his prepared notes. 

Nevertheless, Krupp, as spokesman for the industry, "spontaneously 
expressed the thanks of the meeting"? and in particular emphasized Hitler's 
commitment to "private property" and "militarism". Following the 
meeting on February 20, 1933, the Reichsverband also described it as the 
"duty" of its members to "do everything in their power to gain a stable 
foundation for government and to carry out a national rally and 
concentration of all the forces building up".°* However, the substantial 
discrepancy between a liberal-governmental and specifically fascist state 
and economic order remained unaffected by these declarations. This 
objectively concealed a considerable potential for conflict, which was only 
superficially concealed and was not clearly seen by the entrepreneurs 
everywhere. 
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3. The "reorganization" ofthe Reichsverband 


The presidential meeting of the RDI on 23 March 1933 ushered in a 
fundamentally new phase in the relationship between state power and 
industrial interest organizations.» The spokesman for Hitler's wing, Fritz 
Thyssen, who had previously had no influence worth mentioning in the 
Reichsverband and did not even have a seat on the presidium, took the 
changed power relations as an opportunity to make massive accusations 
against the Reichsverband, which had "always and at all times been the 
‘drag carrier’ of the previous system". He, Thyssen, on the other hand, had 
tried to win over the Reichsverband for the "National Movement", as he had 
done at the time when Reich Chancellor Briining was received by the RDI's 
main committee (November 1930), but had been "ostracized" by the 
assembly.>° "He had brought about the well-known meeting in the Industrial 
Club in Düsseldorf [January 26, 1932]°’ and tried in every way to bring 
about contact between industry and National Socialism. However, he had 
often enough had to observe the derisive smiles that such attempts had 
triggered." Not even the promise made by the RDI in May 1931 at the 
meeting with the Mining Association in Bochum to "finally switch off 
politics" and adopt at least a "neutral" stance towards the "National 
Movement", had been kept: 


"For example, the executive member of the Reichsverband presidium had 
managed to intervene with the Reich President on the day before Hitler was 
appointed Reich Chancellor. Even after Hitler's appointment as Reich Chancellor, 
the Reichsverband attempted to join forces with the trade unions against the 
government. On the day before the appointment of Reichsbank President Schacht, 
a meeting convened by the Reichsverband or a meeting of the members of the 
General Council of the Reichsbank had taken place at the Imperial Court, in 
which the Reichsverband had participated. At this meeting, ways and means of 
retaining the former President Luther and preventing the election of President 
Schacht were discussed. 

On March 13, the nationally-minded members of the management of the 
Reichsverband had to point out to the management that it was necessary to hoist 
the swastika flag, the flag of the national uprising, in addition to the black, white 
and red flag. Under pressure from the national part of the management, the 
management was then forced to order a swastika flag and this flag was then 
hoisted by the national members of the management on the third day of the 
celebration of the national uprising. Nevertheless, only the black, white and red 
flag was raised in the Reichsverband on March 21. This refusal to fly the swastika 
flag had not gone down well with the management. An S.A. department then 
appeared at the managing member of the presidium and forced the raising of the 
swastika flag. 
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. [He welcomed] this act, which had also taught the Reichsverband to respect the 
new flag... ."°? 


When Thyssen finally put the question of power bluntly at the meeting 
on March 23, it became clear that the decision on the future policy of the 
association would no longer be made solely and first and foremost within 
the responsible committees of the RDI, but was already predetermined at 
the highest political level: only against this background was Thyssen in a 
position to demand not only the positive cooperation of the RDI in the 
National Socialist state, but also personnel con- sequences for the top 
management of the association: 


"The national revolution is not yet finished, it has not stumbled over 
communism and will not stumble over the straw of the Reichsverband, unless the 
Reichsverband integrates itself into the great movement and the necessary new 
elections to the presidium are examined from this point of view. It must be 
ensured that in future it is impossible for a counter-current to arise against the 
national movement in Germany. This is particularly necessary in the interests of 
industry."©° 


The RDI hastened to send Hitler an express declaration of loyalty by 
having Kastl (!) and Herle assure him that the elections had "created the 
basis for a stable government foundation" and thus "eliminated the 
disturbances resulting from the constant political fluctuations of the past, 
which have severely paralyzed economic initiative." Industry was prepared 
to participate in the "necessary energetic reconstruction" and to help the 
Reich government in "its difficult work."®! - In the aide-mémoire on 
German economic, financial and social policy adopted at the same time, 
which was intended as a document for the economic policy negotiations 
between the government and the Reichsverband,” , however, big industry 
insisted on its traditional theses of a liberal economic and social order, as 
already discussed above.‘? 

Serious discussions with the Reich government about the program of 23 
March 1933 never took place: Rather, an ille- gal, state-tolerated campaign 
of violence against the RDI set fundamentally new premises: In the course 
of the so-called "Gleichschaltungsaktion" of April 1, 1933, the former head 
of the economic policy department of the NSDAP, Otto Wagener, appeared 
in the management of the RDI, while at the same time Krupp and Siemens 
conferred with Hitler in the Reich Chancellery on behalf of the RDI 
presidium. Wagener demanded the immediate resignation of the managing 
member of the Presidential Council, Privy Councillor Kastl, from his post, 
threatening to use force. This was necessary because the Reichsverband had 
so far avoided "taking any notice of the revolution" and acted "as if 
everything was as it should be". 


Notes on chapter XIII on pp. 273-78 183 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter XIII: Big Industry and the Nazi 
Dictatorship in 1933 


remained the same". Due to the "signing of the Young Plan" and "the 
previous rejection of the National Socialist movement", Kastl in particular 
was unacceptable for "cooperation" between the current government, the 
forces supporting it and the industrial organizations. Furthermore, the 
"racially Jewish members of the executive board", namely Dr. Loening, Dr. 
Singer and Dr. Velt, were to be "immediately suspended" and instead Dr. 
von Lucke and Möllers were to be involved in the ongoing work of the 
association as "confidants" of the "movement". Both had the task of 
"ensuring an overall agreement between the economic policy of the Reich 
Association and the world view and economic policy of the National 
Socialist movement". For this reason, it was also necessary for the 
"members of the Jewish race" to resign from the Presidium, namely Dr. 
Silverberg, Kraemer, Piatscheck, Pietrkowski, von Simson and 
Sobernheim.™ 

Reich Minister Hugenberg, whom Kastl initially approached as the 
responsible member of the cabinet, expressed his "extraordinary dismay", 
but definitively refused to intervene with the Reich Chancellor, who was 
"extremely reluctant to disavow his own people". For Kastl, but also for the 
aforementioned members of the Presidium and the management, the 
minister said, "there was no other option but to take evasive action for the 
time being in order to prevent worse things happening to the Reich 
Association."® Kastl insisted and negotiated with the State Secretaries 
Funk, Bang, Meissner and Lammers as well as the "Representative of the 
Führer and Reich Chancellor for Economic Affairs", Keppler, on April 3, 
after he had previously urged the Chairman of the RDI, Krupp, to 
personally approach Hitler for "help" against the illegal action, . The State 
Secretary in the Office of the Reich President, Dr. Meissner, announced that 
the Reich President was "outraged" by what had happened and intended to 
discuss the case with the Reich Chancellor that very day. The head of the 
Reich Chancellery, Dr. Hans Heinrich Lammers, on the other hand, was 
able to inform him that Hitler, as had become clear in a meeting on the 
matter that morning, had "not the slightest sympathy for Privy Councillor 
Kastl" and that a revision of the measures could therefore hardly be 
expected. Lammers made the same accusations that Thyssen had already 
made at the presidential meeting on March 23.°7 

Hitler's approval of the April 1 action effectively marked the end of the 
old Reichsverband: The dismissal, "decreed" by the new rulers, of the 
Executive Committee member Kastl, the Deputy Chairmen Silverberg and 
Kraemer and the Executive Committee members Piatscheck, Pietrkowski, 
von Simson and Sobern- heim, the forced paralysis of the association's 
statutory decision-making bodies and, finally, the supervision of the 
"cleansed" management by "men of trust" from the "National Socialist 
Party". 
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nal movement" represented an encroachment on the autonomy of the self- 
governing bodies of the economy that was unprecedented in the history of 
industrial associations in Germany. 

It is therefore somewhat surprising that the conflict between the Reich 
government and the RDI has so far received relatively little attention in the 
relevant literature, apart from a few older accounts and a recently published 
shorter treatise."°® For example, in their monograph on the Reichsverband‘ 
, Günther and Ohlsen note differences of opinion within the executive 
committee following the meeting on March 23, but interpret these as a 
conflict between "monopoly capital" and "non-monopolistic entrepreneurs". 
Wide circles of small and medium-sized entrepreneurs, supported by 
subordinate local state and party authorities, had contributed to "constant 
disquiet in the RDI" by demanding the enforcement of their economic 
interests, "so that the government and top party leadership repeatedly 
condemned interventions in the economy and announced penalties." 
Finally, on April 1, as part of the general boycott of Jews, the RDI office 
was "temporarily occupied" by a "troop of SA men". The "resignation" of 
Kastl and the appointment of Möller and von Lucke as government 
commissioners had "primarily" pursued the goal of protecting the RDI 
"from attacks of the kind that occurred in the first months of the fascist 
regime by lower party authorities due to temporarily cherished resentments 
against big business".’° 

Stegmann makes a similar assessment, speaking of a "wild occupation" 
of the RDI headquarters by the SA and small and medium-sized businesses: 
"Although," says Stegmann, "the party leadership around Hitler gave orders 
very early on to prevent such uncontrolled actions in the interests of 'calm' 
in the economy ... to prevent such uncontrolled actions, these ‘activist 
movements from below’ . . could not be stopped."7! 

What both interpretations have in common is that they subsequently 
provide the ideological armoury for the illegal intervention in the autonomy 
of the association and thereby reinterpret the conflict between the freely 
organized representation of industrial interests and state power as a conflict 
between big business and small and medium-sized enterprises. These 
attempts at explanation, which attempt to circumvent the objective 
contradictions between large-scale industry and the fascist system in the 
spring of 1933,’ are based on a doubly false starting hypothesis, namely 
firstly a "wild" action by uncontrollable forces from the middle classes and 
petty bourgeoisie with the participation of the SA and secondly the 
powerlessness of the political leadership in the face of this illegal use of 
force, which it disapproved of. 


Notes on chapter XIII on pp. 273-78 185 


Neebe, Big Industry, the State and the NSDAP - Chapter XIII: Big Industry and the Nazi 
Dictatorship in 1933 


In reality, as the minutes and records of the events of April 1-5 at the 
Reichsverband show beyond doubt, there was no uncontrolled occupation 
ofthe RDI office, nor did Hitler want to put a stop in any way to Wagener's 
actions, who at that time played a leading role in the NSDAP liaison staff. 
In fact, Wagener, whose "action" was seamlessly integrated into the 
incipient reorganization and integration of the industrial association system 
into the fascist Führer state, and who did not, as Stegmann and 
Günther/Ohlsen claim by adopting national socialist propaganda theories, 
first and foremost want to protect the RDI from allegedly radical forces of 
the National Socialist revolution, acted in at least indirect coordination with 
the party leadership and Hitler on the one hand and the Thyssen Group on 
the other. Wagener's explicit demand for Kastl's dismissal (as well as that of 
part of the RDI presidium - characteristically, this is not mentioned in the 
above literature) can hardly be explained otherwise, especially since a direct 
connection between Thyssen's accusations in the presidium meeting of 
March 23 and Hitler's decision in the Reichsverband case must be 
considered proven.” The fact that Krupp and von Siemens, commissioned 
by the Presidium to bring about a clarification of the issues raised by 
Thyssen, had been summoned to the Reich Chancellery on April 1 of all 
days and were conferring with Hitler on the form and substance of future 
cooperation between the Reichsverband and the government at the very 
time that Wagener initiated the illegal action against the RDI,” suggests 
skillful direction rather than uncontrollable spontaneity.” 

The president of the Reichsverband met the provocation of the industrial 
umbrella organization by the political leadership with the same mediocrity, 
if not helplessness, that had characterized his previous leadership.’° The 
answer was not protest or resistance, but forced conformity. In the" 
negotiations" with Wagener on April 4 and 5, 1933, after the remaining 
management had already given the new leaders the "pledge of 
unconditional loyalty", Krupp actually accepted Wagener's concept of a 
"professional" structure of the economy without consultation with the 
deputy chairmen or the presidium, although in many ways it was almost 
exactly the opposite of the RDI guidelines of March 23, 1933. Wagener's 
plan envisaged: Firstly, the dissolution of the traditional economic interest 
groups and their transfer to a "professional" organizational structure, which 
was linked to the dismantling of the trade unions and an "elastic" wage 
policy as a counterpart to the loss of autonomy of the industrial 
associations; secondly, an economic stimulus package of RM 10 billion, 
which had previously been battled as "inflation"; and thirdly, an economic 
policy based more on autonomy. 
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trade policy while compensating for expected export losses through 
rearmament.’® 

The RDI chairman could only reply to Wagener that this was really just 
"the enforcement of old truisms", which he certainly agreed with. 
Moreover, "we are facing wonderful tasks... which must be approached 
with the will to work together in a spirit of trust." Krupp, on the other hand, 
passed over the forced resignation of Executive Committee member Kastl, 
two deputy chairmen and a number of committee members with silence, 
without even touching on the subject.”” However, at the extraordinary 
presidential meeting convened for April 6, it became clear that the 
overwhelming majority of the RDI executive committee did not want to 
accept the action against the association without objection. It was doubly 
embarrassing for the president that Fritz Thyssen, of all people, sharply 
rebuked the hasty declaration of loyalty to Wagener:?® Thyssen referred to 
an agreement between the government and "authoritative circles in the 
economy" of 27 March 1933, which Krupp had apparently not previously 
been aware of, that a committee should be set up to "simplify and 
restructure the organizations" and that "before the end of six months ... no 
final decisions on the organization of industry" were to be made before six 
months had passed."?! Following Thyssen's surprising statement, the RDI 
Presidium unanimously passed a resolution, which was also passed to the 
press, that "all organizational measures of the Reichsverband and the 
industrial associations in general", in particular the "regulation of all 
personnel issues, including the Presidium", were only to be taken within the 
framework of the agreement of 27 March, while "special actions" had to be 
rejected.*? 

This statement seemed to put Wagener, von Lucke and Möllers "in their 
place", but remained ineffective, above all because Krupp and the 
management, now headed by Herle, clearly overstepped their authority and 
continued the adjustment policy at a slower pace. The demand by the 
remaining deputy chairman Müller-Oerlinghausen that von Lucke and 
Möllers should "move out immediately" and that at least two of the Jewish 
members of the management who had been forcibly "suspended" should 
return to their jobs immediately went unheeded,®? although this was in line 
with the presidential resolution of April 6. Whether the possibility of 
"opposition" to the National Socialist regime actually existed cannot be 
clarified here. In any case, as an appeal by Miiller-Oerlinghausen to the 
management of the RDI showed, the top organization of German industry 
was well aware of the fundamental, general political significance of the 
events in the spring of 1933: 
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"With the headlessness all around the country, any uncertainty about the 
position of the Rv. must have a very bad effect. Far too many positions have 
already been given up without it being necessary, and their former holders, in so 
far as they follow the ruling party, have to endure the full brunt of ridicule. It is 
precisely the authoritative people of the new regime who have the least 
understanding for lack of courage ... 

As long as the path ... is still as unclear as it is today, as long as we have no 
idea whether the individualist ... or the purely state-socialist [forces] will 
determine the economic line, we must not and cannot choose if we want to retain 
even a shred of respect for ourselves. 

Until then, we must not allow our members outside to be fooled into believing 
that we are being rebuilt and brought into line . . . not even to the state authorities. 
We owe them in particular a clear - but loyal - stance. A political op- position for a 
trade association would be sheer madness - but running after some economic 
utopia would be suicide, even if it were the utopia of the ruling party. 

We are there to preserve the right of free opinion and to convince the state 
authorities of its necessity. The first commandment is clarity in all things. This 
includes, for example, the Jewish question. The Rv. can and must never be 
accused of agreeing with the outrageous disqualification and oppression of 
German Jewry if it still wants to claim a moral "standing". If, because of such an 
attitude, the Reich Association should really not have the opportunity to make 
itself heard by the authoritative political leaders, either temporarily or for a longer 
period of time, well, then we must bear this fate in the conviction that we wanted 
the best..."®* 


In this context, it is not without interest that parts of moderate heavy 
industry also criticized the NSDAP's action against the RDI. Paul Reusch, 
for example, expressed his "complete disagreement with the 
development of things" at the Reichsverband and regretted that he had not 
attended the presidential meeting on April 6."°° The encroachment on the 
autonomy of the economic organizations and the adjustment of the business 
associations to the "new Germany"®’® was decidedly at odds with the 
prevailing understanding of state and economy.” The mining industry, on 
the other hand, countered criticism of the National Socialist reorganization 
policy by pointing out the advantages of the desired occupational structure, 
in which the "social-political pillar ... ... should be as short as possible" and 
that the idea of a joint venture also stood in the way of realization.®® The 
position of the Reusch Group became clear once again when the Langnam 
Association itself was confronted with the Nazi system's demands for 
equalization: In order to prevent the resignation of the main managing 
director Max Schlenker, who had been demanded by the NSDAP, the 
chairman and board showed solidarity with the management. When 
Schlenker could finally no longer be retained, Springorum 
demonstratively resigned as chairman of the board. 
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It was no coincidence that he was succeeded by Hitler's most loyal ally in 
heavy industry, Fritz Thyssen.*? 

For Reichsverband chairman Krupp, on the other hand, the idea of 
resistance or opposition to the directives of the state apparatus was 
completely out of the question. Krupp did not even have a clear word to say 
about the scandalous discrimination against Jewish Reichsverband 
members, accepted the appointment of the previous "confidants" von Lucke 
and Möllers as Reich Commissioners”? decreed on May 3, 1933 and thus 
also accepted the sanctioning of the action against the RDI under state law 
without objection. At the same time, he had it declared that he would now 
also apply the "Fuhrer principle" within the RDI in the exercise of an 
"extraordinary power of attorney" allegedly conferred on him by the 
Presidium and would use it to "bring the new organization into line with the 
political goals of the Reich government" under his sole responsibility. 

This step meant nothing less than the total capitulation of the 
Reichsverband to the political leadership. Krupp had thus acted "in blatant 
contradiction" to the resolutions of the Presidium” , the vast majority of 
which did not approve of this line of submission, quite independently of the 
continuing differences in the economic and political sphere?’ . Various 
members of the presidium resigned from office in protest”* so that Krupp 
finally announced the self-dissolution of all RDI bodies on May 22, 1933 in 
order to prevent further "crumbling".?5 The first phase of the reorganization 
of the trade associations came to an end with the unification of the RDI and 
VDA on 19 June 1933 to form the "Reichsstand der Deutschen Industrie", 
whose organizational form, structure and function were already clearly 
tailored to the conditions of the fascist system.” Even some elements of 
continuity in the facade of the newly founded "Reichsstand" could not 
conceal the fact that the old Reichsverband had already collapsed in 
April/May 1933 with the paralysis and elimination of its governing 
bodies.” 
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XIV. The elimination of Silverberg 1933 
1. The Rheinbraun crisis 1932/33 


Silverberg's decision to resign as chairman of the supervisory board of 
"Rheinische Aktien- gesellschaft für Braunkohlenbergbau und 
Brikettfabrikation" on March 31, 1933 and to withdraw from all business 
activities documented the end of one of the most successful entrepreneurial 
careers of the Weimar era. The event was noted with great attention by the 
public at the time and was certainly perceived as an event,! and many 
speculations have been made about its actual causes. To this day, the 
connections have not been fully clarified. There are essentially two 
opposing views: Silverberg's closest collaborators at the time, Dr. Otto 
Mey- nen? and Gustav Brecht,? emphasize the "purely economic" reasons 
and thus represent a version that has been widely received by business 
research.* In contemporary journalism,° but also in some more recent 
academic studies, the emphasis is more on a primarily politically motivated 
elimination of Silverberg, which is indicated not least by the coincidence of 
the National Socialist seizure of power and the dissolution of the Silverberg 
empire.° - There are indeed plausible arguments for both interpretations. 
However, new documents on the Rheinbraun crisis’ , included here for the 
first time, point to overarching political contexts, even in the run-up to the 
capital transfer of the Silverberg company, which could initially only be 
interpreted in economic terms. 

The Rheinbraun crisis of 1932/33 was closely linked to the "Gelsenberg" 
deal that came about in the final phase of the Brüning government:® 
Friedrich Flick sold the Gelsenberg package in his possession, which gave 
him a majority shareholding in "Gelsenkirchner Bergwerks-AG", to the 
Reich at a price of 90% with a market value of only 20%. Gelsenberg had 
thus effectively become a publicly owned company. This transaction was 
significant for Silverberg insofar as the Gelsenkirchen company had a 
substantial holding of Rhenish lignite shares with a nominal value of 12-13 
million marks. In order to prevent these shares from falling to the Reich, 
which would otherwise have held a stake of just under 10% in 
Rheinbraun, the lignite package from the Gelsenberg trade was sold. 
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and anchored through a syndicated deal with the Flick Group.” However, 
this gave Friedrich Flick the position of a major shareholder in RAG, who 
now held a total of 21 million marks in RAG shares, including the already 
existing Charlottenhütte holding of nominally 8 million marks.!° However, 
Silverberg could not initially see this as a threat to Rheinische Braunkohle, 
as Flick (and Vögler) had contractually undertaken before the deal was 
concluded to work together with the Chairman of the Supervisory Board, 
Silverberg, and the Chairman of the Board of Management, Brecht, "to 
bring about a uniform decision-making process on important issues 
affecting R. A. G. and to orientate both the general management and the 
voting rights of the shares represented by them uniformly in this sense."!! 

However, this so-called "four-way agreement" of June 8, 1932 was only 
a tactical interlude for Flick to achieve his real goal, namely the acquisition 
of "Harpener Bergbau AG".!? Flick soon offered to swap his shares in RAG 
for the 36 million Harpen shares held by Rheinbraun, a deal that Silverberg 
could not agree to without abandoning his long-term corporate policy of 
combining lignite and hard coal. When Silverberg stubbornly refused, Flick 
took a different path, which ultimately brought him to his desired goal: he 
sold all his RAG shares to "Rheinisch-Westfalisches Elektrizitätswerk AG" 
(RWE), which had long been interested in expanding its raw materials base 
and also wanted to eliminate the annoying competition from Silverberg's 
"Rheinisches Elektrizitätswerk im Braunkohlenrevier AG" (REW). 

Nevertheless, this transaction would not have posed any immediate 
danger to Silverberg, as the Flick shares would have left RWE alone in the 
role of a minority shareholder in Rheinbraun. The decisive turning point, 
which brought the "cup to overflow", occurred when Fritz Thyssen sold a 
traditional package of Rheinische Braunkohle shares dating back to his 
father's time without necessity, in order to give RWE the desired majority in 
Rheinbraun together with Flick's stake.'!* The Silverberg Group had thus de 
facto become a subsidiary of RWE. - Flick did not have to wait long for the 
RWE administration to give him the RAG share package that Silverberg 
had so stubbornly refused to give him. Certainly a very successful deal for 
Flick and RWE, but a "tragic deal" for Silverberg,'* who had lost the 
majority in his own company in this way. "What was initially supposed to 
be an evasion of the public sector," according to an internal RAG 
management report, "ultimately became a complete transfer of Rhenish 
lignite to a mixed-economy company. 
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men!"!> Silverberg's resignation as Chairman of the Supervisory Board of 
RAG after the company's Annual General Meeting on March 31, 1933 was 
logical and consistent: it immediately initiated the industrialist's complete 
withdrawal from all economic and business activities until the end of 
1933.16 

The collapse of the Silverberg empire takes on its true political 
dimension through the hitherto unnoticed role of Fritz Thyssen. This 
connection has also been overlooked in the account given by Gustav 
Brecht, RAG's chief negotiator.!” In the aforementioned RAG situation 
report of mid-March 1933, however, this point is emphatically pointed out: 
It was hardly "possible to clarify" what reasons had prompted Thyssen to 
sell the RAG shares from his father's inheritance; in particular, it was 
impossible to say whether "personal antipathies played a role, or whether 
elements of another non-economic nature added to this . . ."!® Even 
Silverberg himself, who had long been a thorn in Thyssen's side,!? later 
suggested that Thyssen's intervention against Rheinische Braunkohle was 
primarily based on political motives.” 

Brecht's interpretation that Silverberg's "disempowerment" at Rhein- 
braun was "in no way connected" with Hitler's almost simultaneous "seizure 
of power",*! therefore needs to be put into perspective. On the other hand, 
however, the reference to the overstretching of Rheinische Braunkohle's 
capital base as a result of excessive involvement in Harpen cannot be 
dismissed out of hand:?? Silverberg's endangerment in 1932/33 certainly 
also resulted from his very ambitious, wide-ranging plans for a generous 
interconnected system of lignite, hard coal and the energy industry; 
however, to want to portray his defeat solely from an unavoidable 
inevitability of serious entrepreneurial mistakes - "qui trop embrasse mal 
étreint" - as Brecht”? and Meynen?* have attempted to do, obscures the 
political implications of the Rheinbraun crisis in 1933. 


2. The "synchronization" of the IHK Cologne 


The events surrounding Silverberg's replacement as president of the 
Cologne Chamber of Industry and Commerce in particular make it clear 
that the industrialist's economic decisions in the spring of 1933 and his 
eventual resignation cannot be understood without the political background 
of the establishing National Socialist dictatorship. 
The election of the President of the Cologne Chamber of Industry and 
Commerce on 
October 21, 1932, in succession to the late Louis Hagen, was for Silverberg 
the "greatest award" that the merchant community of a city had to bestow 
and meant a great deal to him personally.*> Silverberg's 
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However, his dedicated work on this committee?° was short-lived: soon 
after the seizure of power, barely concealed intrigues aimed at removing 
him from the presidency of the chamber began. Kurt Freiherr von 
Schroeder, in whose house the decisive meeting between Hitler and Papen 
had taken place on January 4, 1933, played a less than praiseworthy role. 
After Schroeder, whom Bracher aptly characterizes as an "ambitious, 
ruthless opportunist", had joined the NSDAP on 1 February 1933 (!), he 
initially focused his further activities on gaining personal power and 
prestige in the immediate Cologne area. 

Following the plenary session of the Cologne Chamber of Industry and 
Commerce on March 13, 1933, v. Schroeder appeared before Silverberg 
and the chamber's first managing director, Dr. Schmitz-Sieg, to assert his 
claim to the chairmanship.?® Apparently, Schroeder also saw that his time 
had come after the impeachment of the then Mayor of Cologne, Dr. 
Adenauer” , which took place on the same day. A connection with the 
Rheinbraun crisis, which entered its decisive stage in mid-March 1933*° , is 
not unlikely: after all, it is noticeable that the RWE Group under Vögler's 
leadership was increasingly displeased by Silverberg's continued resistance 
to the takeover of lignite by RWE and was now exerting strong pressure?! 
to persuade Silverberg to give in. The removal of Adenauer could not have 
been inconvenient for the Vögler Group either, as the Lord Mayor of 
Cologne led the opposition of the independent RAG shareholders to RWE's 
policy.*? 

In any case, Schroeder informed Silverberg and Dr. Schmitz-Sieg that 
the next day, i.e. on March 14, a state commissioner would take over the 
"supervision and control of the ongoing work of the Chamber"*? . Dr. 
Schmitz-Sieg then contacted State Secretary Dr. Claussen at the Ministry of 
Economics and Labour and the District President in Cologne by telephone 
and was told "that any special action against the Chamber was out of the 
question, especially not the appointment of a state commissioner". 
Nevertheless, Schroeder reappeared at the Chamber's management office at 
noon on March 14 and informed them that "the Gauleitung requested that 
the president resign from his office and that it was important to them that 
v[on] Sch[roeder] take over the presidency". On the same day, the Cologne 
district president assured the vice-president of the Cologne Chamber of 
Industry and Commerce, Franz Proenen, once again that no "actions" were 
planned against the Cologne Chamber and that there must have been a 
"misunderstanding". 

Schroeder was not to be deterred, however, and asked Dr. Schmitz-Sieg 
about rumors circulating in Berlin that he, Schroeder, had taken over the 
presidency of the chamber. Once again the 
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Schroeder, Managing Director of the Cologne Chamber of Industry and 
Commerce, was disappointed, referring to the position taken by the State 
Secretary and the District President. Schroeder, who now realized that he 
had jumped the gun too early, then expressed his astonishment as to "how it 
was possible that such a rumor could even arise", since he had never 
demanded Silverberg's resignation. He asked that the acting president also 
be informed of this. In response to Dr. Schmitz-Sieg's request that 
Schroeder should formulate the message to Silverberg verbatim "to avoid 
further misunderstandings", he responded as follows: "I am informing you 
through Dr. Schmitz-Sieg that the opinion of the Gauleitung, which is 
known to me through Dr. Schmidt, is that in the long run the personality of 
the President of the Chamber of Commerce would probably not be 
acceptable, but that hasty steps should not be taken. A request from the 
Gauleitung that he should resign his office has not been made."*4 

This made it clear that Silverberg's days as president of the Cologne 
Chamber of Industry and Commerce were numbered. Schroeder was 
probably a little too hasty in mid-March 1933 when he believed that he 
could get himself into the coveted position in a coup d'état. Because the 
Gau leadership did not want to unnecessarily increase the unrest among the 
population over Konrad Adenauer's removal from office by taking similar 
action against Silverberg, it held back the insistent Schroeder for the time 
being.*> The three-day "Jewish boycott" on April 13, 1933 also brought 
about a decision for the Cologne Chamber of Industry and Commerce: As 
part of the "Gleichschaltung" of the economy carried out throughout the 
Reich, the presidiums of the chambers of industry and commerce either 
resigned in unison or were "switched by the departure of Jewish members 
and the entry of National Socialist members."*° Schroeder had achieved his 
goal.?’ As Silverberg's "successor", he took over the chairmanship of the 
Cologne Chamber, which he held until 1945.38 


3. The "Jewish policy" of the Third Reich and the attitude 
of big industry 


Silverberg's resignation from the deputy chairmanship of the Reich 
Association must also be seen in the context of the first systematically 
organized action by the Nazi system to eliminate Jewish citizens in 
Germany.*? Although Silverberg's resignation from his RDI office on 
March 29, 1933, was a few days ahead of the National Socialist terror 
policy,*° , this was of more formal significance: state coercion, also 
supported and approved by Hitler in the case of the Reichsverband, put a 
stop to the activities of the Jewish RDI members. 
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The ultimatum presented by Dr. Otto Wagener from the NSDAP liaison 
office in the course of the "Gleichschaltungsak- tion" of April 1 that, in 
addition to Privy Councillor Kastl, the deputy RDI chairmen Dr. Silverberg 
and Dr. Kraemer, the presidium members Piatscheck, Pietrkowski, von 
Simson and Sobernheim as well as the syndici Dr. Loening, Dr. Singer and 
Dr. Kraemer were to be dismissed due to their "previous rejection of the 
National Socialist movement". Silverberg and Dr. Kraemer, the presidential 
members Piatscheck, Pietrkowski, von Simson and Sobernheim as well as 
the syndics Dr. Loening, Dr. Singer and Dr. Veit as "members of the Jewish 
race",*! represented an unprecedented affront to the top industrial 
organization.” 

In its policy of measures against Jewish entrepreneurs, National 
Socialism could not fall back on a viable anti-Semitic potential within 
large-scale industry. In the memoranda, publications and internal materials 
of the industrial associations, there is no evidence of this, at least for the 
Weimar period. It is characteristic that the most energetic protests against 
the anti-Jewish policies of the Nazi regime came from the circles of 
conservative heavy industrialists. Silverbergs removal from the 
chairmanship of the Cologne Chamber of Commerce was thus first and 
foremost sharply denounced by Emil Kirdorf. In an open letter to the 
"Rheinisch-Westfalische Zeitung" in Essen, Kirdorf, having previously 
expressed his personal solidarity with Silverberg, formally distanced 
himself from the revival of anti-Semitism by National Socialism.* Kirdorf 
wrote: 


"I consider the inhuman excess of the continued anti-Semitic agitation to be a 
crime. A large number of people deserving of Germany, whose families have been 
naturalized here for centuries, have been cruelly declassified and the ground has 
been taken from under their feet ... The stab that was dealt to these valuable 
people also hit me. Now my hope is gone, my confidence that I will live to see a 
new, unsullied, proud Germany" 


In his "Guidelines" for the "Münchner Neueste Nachrichten" in spring 
1932, Paul Reusch had already declared "respect for all religious 
convictions" to be indispensable and also fundamentally rejected the anti- 
Jewish policies of the Nazi state.” It is also significant in this context that 
the Ruhrlade, the "secret cabinet" of heavy industry in the Weimar 
Republic, moved its June 1933 meeting to Silverberg's 'Hoverhof', thus 
emphatically demonstrating that the industrialists gathered here (including 
both Thyssen and Vögler) did not accept Hitler's anti-Semitism without 
reservation.* 

Within the Reichsverband itself, the deputy chairman Georg Müller- 
Oerlinghausen was the most outspoken against the 
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interventions by the Nazi regime: The RDI could and should "never be 
accused of connivance with the outrageous disqualification and oppression 
of German Jewry if it still wanted to claim a moral 'stan- ding'".4” Under the 
leadership of Reichsverband chairman Krupp, however, a problematic 
"appeasement" strategy prevailed, which accepted the discrimination 
against Jewish industrialists without criticism.** Although Krupp called a 
confidential meeting on May 23, 1933 to discuss the "racial question",* no 
tangible results were achieved. In the end, the only form of "contradiction" 
that remained was the continuation of private contacts with the publicly 
disavowed professional colleagues.°" 

However, the process of adapting to the ideology of National Socialism 
took place surprisingly quickly. For example, the "Reichsstand der 
Deutschen Industrie", newly founded in June 1933, allowed itself to 
become the willing mouthpiece of the Ministry of "Popular Enlightenment 
and Propaganda" without any apparent scruples: The chemical industry led 
the way by having the "Reichsstand" distribute a detailed memorandum on 
the "defense against foreign boycott movements">! , which provided the 
ideological justification for the anti-Semitic actions of April 1 to 3. This 
collection of material, which appeared to be serious but was characterized 
by the worst demagogy, contained, among other things, a compilation of the 
respective Jewish proportion in individual occupational groups, including 
the banking and industrial sectors. The memorandum stated: "Jews have 
always been keen to enter the financial economy". The banks in particular 
were "Jewish or Judaized in their management". As part of a list of Jewish 
board members, the memorandum listed Paul Silverberg by name alongside 
other industrialists and bankers, concluding that "entrepreneurship was 
subject to Jewish financial influence to a large extent".>? 

The memorandum recognized the cause of the "extraordinary spread of 
Jewish influence" in Germany in the revolution of 1918: Since that time, the 
circumstances had changed in that "the Social Democrats had used their 
political influence to grant the Jews in general an influence in public life to 
which they were not entitled in proportion to the size of their population ...". 
...>3 According to the memorandum, the necessary fight against "the Jewish 
advance" was also the "logical consequence" of the "manifold connections 
between Marxism and Communism on the one hand and world Jewry on 
the other", deliberately emphasizing the anti-social and anti-trade union 
tendencies within the prevailing entrepreneurial ideology. "Against these 
influences of Jewish paternalism in German intellectual life, the shaping of 
German politics and the taking of control of corruption", he wrote. 
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"the new Germany. In the future, it will no longer be tolerated that Jews 
occupy a relatively high number of civil servant, judge, teacher, etc. 
positions. positions and thereby gain an influence in Germany that is not 
commensurate with their proportion to the population as a whole. ">* 

The "Reichsstand der Deutschen Industrie" was probably not directly 
responsible for the drafting of this inflammatory pamphlet. It remains 
remarkable, however, that it unreservedly recommended the theses of the 
"collection of materials" to the affiliated organizations as an argumentation 
aid to justify "certain interventions" by the Reich government in the "Jewish 
question".">> 


4. Silverberg in emigration 


Silverberg's turning away from the idea of a working community in the 
summer of 1932, the continuation of the Dresden concept by exchanging 
social democracy for National Socialism, and finally his practical advocacy 
of Hitler's chancellorship may seem like a tragic but fundamental political 
error, especially from the perspective of his later personal involvement. The 
objective contradiction between the option for National Socialism in 1932 
and the directly experienced consequences after 1933 raises the question of 
Silverberg's reception and processing of the established fascist system. 

Of the few statements Silverberg made on NSDAP politics after the 
‘seizure of power', his opening speech at the general assembly of the 
Cologne Chamber of Industry and Commerce on March 13, 1933 deserves 
special attention. In his capacity as President of the Chamber, Silverberg 
declared on political developments in Germany: "It is ... not the task of the 
Chamber of Industry and Commerce to take a stand on purely political 
issues. But it is our task, in the case of political events which will have such 
great significance, to express here that all circles of the Cologne merchant 
community ... are inspired by a strong love for our fatherland and that no 
one can surpass them in national sentiment and attitude towards the national 
needs of our country 
... In this sense, we fully support the declaration of the Reich Chancellor,°® , 
that economic life should be promoted and tranquillity maintained so that 
trade and change may flourish, so that our country and all its inhabitants 
may be granted a happy future in a contented way of life."5’ There is a 
certain amount of concern in these words, but Silverberg did not develop a 
political concept to counter the fear of being ignored in future 
developments. In this context 
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It is of particular interest that his Cologne colleague Dr. Bauer had 
previously suggested using the event at the Cologne Chamber of Industry 
and Commerce to publicly call for a renewal of the central working group, 
following on from the Dresden speech of 1926.58 Silverberg did not respond 
to this and thus made it clear that the idea of a working community, which 
had been taken up again and updated in the RDI and DIHT in February and 
March 1933,5° no longer had any prospects for him. 

At the end of 1933, Silverberg, who had meanwhile withdrawn from all 
business activities, left Germany and took up residence in Switzerland. Like 
many other German citizens forced to emigrate for 'political' or 'racist' 
reasons, Silverberg remained loyal to the Hitler regime without ever being 
able to gain a reasonable distance from events in the Reich.®° In 1934, for 
example, the industrialist turned down an offer from the "Notgemeinschaft 
Deutscher Wissenschaftler im Ausland" (Emergency Association of 
German Scientists Abroad) to take over the overall management of 
economic development in Turkey, which he was initially very interested in, 
because he had made his decision dependent on official approval from the 
National Socialist Reich government."®! 

Hermann Rauschning's later attempt to enlist Silverberg's help to "put a 
stop" to Hitler "before the total destruction of Germany", failed 
completely. In a conversation arranged by Dr. Brettauer, which took place 
in his villa in Lugano in the autumn of 1938 after the "Reichskristallnacht", 
Silverberg developed® ideas that were certainly in continuity with well- 
known ideological structural patterns, but whose pointedness must come as 
a surprise: According to Rauschning's notes confirmed to the author 6465 , 
Silverberg justified both the internal structure of the National Socialist 
regime, in particular its concept of integration vis-a-vis the working class, 
as well as Hitler's military expansionist goals, which were recognized as an 
indispensable prerequisite for the further growth of German industry within 
the framework of a large European internal market system. 

Union busting, Silverberg argues, would have been completely 
unnecessary if Marxism had not blinded the masses. 


"We ought to have gone out for some sort of reasonable Socialism, instead of 
Marxism - the English variety, if you like. The workman must have his represen- 
tatives; no one will object to that. On the contrary, we want someone to negotiate 
with; we are not reactionaries." 


But the "indoctrinated" leaders of the trade unions had always made new 
demands; the entrepreneurs, - but also the workers, who 
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had always been kept in unrest before, simply had to get rid of these people. 
After all, the workers were better off now in that the "Nazi bosses" could 
talk to them: they were not "doctrinaires" and knew that you couldn't stoke 
a fire without coal, give work or pay wages without selling something 
yourself. 

Moreover, the National Socialists had understood something else, 
namely that we needed a market for our goods and that we could not get it 
by bargaining. German industry needed Europe, it needed the East. That 
meant "war to the knife", either the others or the Germans had to go under. 
At this point, workers' solidarity collapsed, as did pacifism. There was 
bread and work either for the German workers or for the Czechs and Poles, 
but there was not enough for everyone. The others would have to go back to 
the countryside or look for something else. Industry remained a German 
monopoly, and the workers were just as interested in keeping it that way as 
we were. National Socialism, Silverberg summarized, had "fulfilled its task 
if it only hammered this idea into their heads." Silverberg's bitter 
conclusion that the National Socialist movement could have won the world 
"if it had not persecuted the Jews" fully demonstrated the lack of political 
development.® 


After 1945, Silverberg rejected a return to Rhenish-Westphalian 
industry, particularly when urged to do so by Adenauer. In post-war 
Germany, Silverberg saw the "horsemen of the apocalypse descending on 
the country",”° as in 1918/19 the threat of socialization loomed once again: 
what was left "would be ground up between Labour and socialist German 
theorists".”! Silverberg lamented the "doctrinaire and totalitarian attitude of 
the SPD",” furthermore the "American ideology" against syndicates and 
cartels, which was in reality only a continuation of the "destructive policy 
of German emigrants", and considered the situation in his "Rhine 
homeland" as a whole to be "bleak". In the verdict against Hjalmar 
Schacht in Stuttgart, after the acquittal in Nuremberg, Silverberg recognized 
"a political trial" in which Schacht was punished for "1928/30 and his 
opposition to the social democratic financial policy of Hermann Müller and 
Hilferding"; in this way, the idea of the "constitutional state" would not be 
re-established among the German people.” 

In 1951, on the occasion of his 75th birthday in Lugano, Silverberg once 
again evoked the Weimar years, the joint fight with Hugo Stin- nes for the 
"freedom" of mining and the key industries as well as the bank's loan 
campaign for industrial bonds, the so-called "Osthilfe", as the "highlights" 
of his life.” For Silverberg, time had seemingly stood still; the perspective 
of 1918 remained unchanged for him even after the founding of the Federal 
Republic, as if national socialism, the persecution of the Jews and Hitler's 
war had never happened. Briefly 
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Before his death in 1959, in a letter to Adenauer, a friend since his Weimar 
days, Silverberg's daughter finally noted: "It is terrible to see what has 
become of this vital and intellectually lively man as a result of his long 
emigration and the associated unemployment."7’ 
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Results 


This study provides a summarized assessment of the relationship between 
big industry, the state and the NSDAP in the crisis of the Weimar Republic 
1930-1933: 


1. In the "pluralistic system of organized interests" of the Weimar state, 
big industry had far-reaching opportunities for political influence. It was 
able to organize its needs effectively and at the same time had the ability to 
impose restrictive conditions on the system as a whole. However, the 
chances of achieving such economic or political goals, which lay beyond a 
common basic consensus within the industry, were considerably limited. In 
the Weimar Republic, heavy industry and light industry tended to oppose 
each other as antagonistic groupings, despite many organizational and 
interest-based political entanglements. While heavy industry was able to 
exert its influence primarily through the Mining Association, but also 
through the powerful regional association of the Ruhr economy, the 
Langnam Association, manufacturing industry lacked corresponding 
organizational figures. On the other hand, this industrial group was 
increasingly able to express its actual weight in the DIHT, but above all in 
the presidium of the RDI, and further expand its leading position there at 
the beginning of the global economic crisis. 

In view of these conditions, neither of the two main industrial groups 
had the opportunity to impose their strategy in the event of a conflict and 
enforce it across the board. The balance of power within the industrial 
spectrum is therefore inadequately characterized by the emphasis on a "veto 
position of heavy industry. In fact, there was more of a "stalemate situation 
between the poles of industry. This constellation became even more 
pronounced during the crisis and was also overlaid by an ongoing tension 
with agriculture. The mechanisms for regulating fundamental conflicts 
within industry and in its relationship with agriculture were barely 
functional in 1932/33. This was documented, for example, in the 
Gelsenberg dispute in the summer of 1932 or in the public feud between the 
RDI and the Reichslandbund in January 1933. 


2. The relative autonomy of the state increased during the global 
economic crisis and was reflected domestically in the presidential cabinet 
system. The executive branch was also able to make fundamental political 
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decisions against the vote of important industrial circles: With regard to the 
relationship between economics and politics in the transition phase to an 
authoritarian state, it is noteworthy, for example, that the "Reich 
Association of German Industry" initially did not share Briining's far- 
reaching constitutional revision concept and stuck to a formal parliamentary 
system. The RDI's attempt to work towards a renewal of the Grand 
Coalition in the summer of 1930 and then immediately after the Reichstag 
elections on September 14, 1930, failed primarily due to the Chancellor's 
opposition. At this point, the guidelines of the political leadership 
dominated, even though industry had previously contributed decisively to 
the resignation of the Hermann Miiller cabinet. 

The aloofness of the political decision-making process in the presidential 
system was also documented in important areas of state crisis policy. For 
example, Briining's excessive deflation policy, which was unconditionally 
subordinated to the primacy of foreign and reparations policy and which 
helped create the social conditions for the great electoral successes of the 
NSDAP in 1932, was strongly criticized by important sections of the 
economy from the summer of 1931 onwards, without the necessary change 
of course having taken place. 


3. In specifying the relationship of the industrial groups to National 
Socialism before 1933, the currently prevailing image of Silverberg 
requires a fundamental revision. The view that Silverberg was the only 
Ruhr industrialist to actively support Reich Chancellor von Schleicher's 
attempt to split the NSDAP and remove Gregor Strasser from the party, and 
that he was also prepared to work as a minister in a Schleicher-Strasser 
cabinet in order to prevent Hitler from taking power, is inaccurate in several 
respects: firstly, the almost complete isolation of the Schleicher government 
within industry emphasized in this context does not correspond to the 
sources. This is also underlined, for example, by the support of the RDI 
leadership and the DIHT for the cabinet to remain in office at the end of 
January 1933. 

In contrast to the usual accounts of Silverberg's political position in 
1932/33, it should be emphasized that the industrialist and the "Deutsche 
Führerbriefe", which were close to him, emphatically voted for the NSDAP 
to join the government and for Hitler to become chancellor from the 
summer of 1932. The Silverberg circle's courting of the Strasser wing of the 
NSDAP did not mean questioning Hitler's claim to leadership, but rather 
corresponded to a well-calculated dual strategy that sought to accelerate the 
process of the trade unions breaking away from the Social Democrats and 
their reorientation towards National Socialism. 

All in all, it should be noted that Hitler's appointment as Reich 
Chancellor took place with a divided industrial front. The obvious victory 
of the Thyssen Group and the subordination of moderate heavy industry 
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and the export industry was not a prerequisite and cause of the seizure of 
power, but on the contrary was its consequence. 


4. The question of the structural connection between capitalism and 
fascism is characterized by the fact that even in the obvious crisis of the 
traditional economic system, big industry adhered to the model of liberal 
capitalism and attributed the disruptions in the economic reproduction 
process to the political-social order of 1918/19. This was expressed in the 
struggle against "state interventionism", first against the direct socialization 
of key industries, then against "cold socialization". The brokenness of the 
liberal ideology was documented above all in the attitude towards the trade 
unions and in social policy. The NSDAP's open hostility towards trade 
unions and its emphasis on basic elements of entrepreneurial ideology such 
as "personality", the "leader principle" and the "strong state" were 
emphatically welcomed by large sections of industry. On the other hand, 
National Socialism was generally rejected as an increasingly interventionist 
system, quite apart from the massive differences in the area of financial and 
monetary policy, and in particular on the question of world market 
orientation or autarky. 

The switch to the National Socialist economic system in the spring of 
1933 was the result of "terrorist consensus-building" and took place through 
illegal intervention by the Nazi state in the economic interest groups while 
at the same time eliminating the industrial opposition. However, the 
restriction of entrepreneurial competence and the reorientation of trade 
policy in particular were almost completely compensated for by the 
announcement of accelerated armaments programs in conjunction with a 
wage and social policy geared towards the interests of entrepreneurs. 


An overall interpretation of the dissolution of the Weimar Republic and 
the emergence of the National Socialist dictatorship, which seeks to explain 
this process primarily from the perspective of structural identities between 
capitalism and fascism and sees it above all as the result of large-scale 
industrial activities for Hitler's chancellorship, falls short and obscures 
essential causal connections: By emphasizing the primacy of politics in the 
decision-making process in 1930-33, problems in the context of a disturbed 
social restructuring process in Germany would have to be brought more to 
the fore. The success of National Socialism would not have been possible 
without the alliance with the old elites of big business, who were threatened 
with decline, but also with the military aristocracy and other groups of the 
upper middle classes, with the cooperation of the bureaucracy, judiciary and 
state administration, and with ideological preparation by anti-democratic 
and anti-liberal intellectual circles. 
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kgl was unthinkable. The seizure of power was thus not least a failed 
attempt by these forces to counteract their social declassification through 
the "inclusion" of the NSDAP. 

The offensive of large sections of the economy against democracy, 
parliamentarianism and the Weimar state certainly contributed significantly 
to the victory of National Socialism, but it does not explain the "German 
catastrophe" in the transition phase to modern industrial society. 
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Maßnahmenstaates. More recent literature includes: D. Gessner, Agrardepression und 
Präsidialregierungen in Deutschland 1930-1932/33. Probleme des Agrarprotektionismus am 
Ende der Weimarer Republik, Düsseldorf 1977; ders., Die Agrarverbände in der Weimarer 
Republik. Politische und soziale Voraussetzungen agrarkonservativer Politik in der 
Zwischenkriegszeit, Wiesbaden 1976; V. Hentschel, Weimar's last months. Hitler und der 
Untergang der Republik, Düsseldorf 1978, in particular the section "National Socialism and 
heavy industry in the final phase of the Weimar Republic", p. 102 ff; H. Mommsen, Der 
Ruhrbergbau im Spannungsfeld von Politik und Wirtschaft in der Zeit der Weimarer Republik, 
in: Bl. f. dt. Landesgeschichte, vol. 108, 1972, pp. 160-75; H. Tammen, Die LG. 
Farbenindustrie Aktienge- sellschaft (1925-1933). Ein Chemiekonzern in der Weimarer 
Republik, Berlin 1978; U. Wengst, Unternehmerverbände und Gewerkschaften in Deutschland 
im Jahre 1930, in: VfZ, vol. 25, 1977, pp. 99-119; ders, Der Reichsverband der Deutschen 
Industrie in den ersten Monaten des Dritten Reiches, in: VfZ, vol. 28, 1980, pp. 94-110; H. A. 
Winkler, Unternehmer- verbände zwischen Ständeideologie und Nationalsozialismus, in: VfZ, 
vol. 17, 1969, pp. 341-371; ders., Mittelstand, Demokratie und Nationalsozialismus. Die 
politische Entwicklung von Handwerk und Kleinhandel in der Weimarer Republik, Cologne 
1972; ss., Unternehmer und Wirtschaftsdemokratie in der Weimarer Republik, in: Probleme 
der Demokratie heute, Opladen 1971 (PVS Sonderheft 2), pp. 308-22; finally, the important 
study by M. Wolffsohn, Industrie und Handwerk im Konflikt mit staatlicher 
Wirtschaftspolitik? Studien zur Politik der Arbeitsbeschaffung in Deutschland 1930-1934, 
Berlin 1977. 


See the literature reports in: D. Petzina, Hitler und die deutsche Industrie. Ein kommentierter 
Literatur- und Forschungsbericht, in: GWU, Jg. 17, 1966, pp. 482-91; Hennig, Industrie, pp. 
432-449; s., Das Verhältnis von Industrie und Nationalsozialismus. Berner- kungen zur 
Literatur, in: ders., Thesen, p. 238-53; Wippermann, p. 138-48; Gessner, Ende, p. 55, p. 108 
f.; Hildebrand, p. 147 ff.; Kocka, Ursachen, p. 4 ff. Cf. also Kühnl, Faschismustheorien, p. 167 
ff., p. 213 ff. 

H. A. Turner, Fascism and Capitalism in Germany. Studien zum Verhältnis zwischen 
Nationalsozialismus und Wirtschaft, Göttingen 1972, here cited p. 30; Turner, Das Verhältnis 
des Großunternehmertums zur NSDAP, in: Mommsen, System, pp. 919-31; Turner, 
Großunternehmertum und Nationalsozialismus 1930-1933, in: HZ, vol, Großunternehmertum 
und Nationalsozialismus 1930-1933, in: HZ, vol. 221, 1975, pp. 18-68; s., Hitlers Einstellung 
zu Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft vor 1933, in: GG, vol. 2, 1976, pp. 89-117, as well as H. 
Matzerath and s., Die Selbstfinanzierung der NSDAP 1930-32, in: GG, vol. 3, 1977, pp. 59- 
92. 


Turner, Fascism, p. 12. 

Ibid., p. 27 ff., p. 30. 

Ders., Fascism and Antimodernism, in: ibid., pp. 157-82. 

H. A. Winkler, Hitler and the Lords of the Ruhr, in: Die Zeit No. 19, May 4, 1973, p. 15/16. 
Radkau, Industry and Fascism, in: NPL, vol. 18, 1973, p. 258--64. 


L. P. Lochner, Die Mächtigen und der Tyrann. German industry from Hitler to Adenauer, 
Darmstadt 19552. 


A. Heinrichsbauer, Schwerindustrie und Politik, Essen-Kettwig 1948. Despite their admittedly 
tendentious presentation, both works (Note 50) cannot be denied a certain source value. 
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Frankfurt 1974. 

Ibid., p. 10 ff. 

G. W. Hallgarten, Hitler, Reichswehr and Industry. On the history of the years 1918-1933, 
Frankfurt 19552. 

Stegmann, Zum Verhältnis von Großindustrie und Nationalsozialismus 1930-1933. Ein 
Beitrag zur Geschichte der sog. Machtergreifung, in: AfS, Bd. 13, 1973, pp. 399-482; ibid., 
Die Silverberg-Kontroverse 1926, Unternehmerpolitik zwischen Reform und Restauration, in: 
H.-U. Wehler (ed.), Sozialgeschichte heute, Festschrift für Hans Rosenberg zum 70. 
Geburtstag, Göttingen 1974, pp. 594-610; ibid, Kapitalismus und Faschismus in Deutschland 
1929-34. Thesen und Materialien zur Restituierung des Primats der Großindustrie zwischen 
Weltwirtschaftskrise und beginnender Rüstungskonjunktur, in: Gesellschaft, Beiträge zur 
Marxschen Theorie 6, Frankfurt 1976, pp. 19-91; Wehler, Antiquierte Personalisierung oder 
sozialökonomische Faschismus-Analyse? A Reply to H. A. Turner's criticism of my theses on 
the relationship between National Socialism and big industry before 1933; in: AfS, vol. 17, 
1977, pp. 275-96. 

Stegmann, Ratio, pp. 399-402. 

See, for example, U. Hörster-Philipps, Großkapital, Weimarer Republik und Faschismus. 
Concepts and activities of German industrial and banking capital to destroy bourgeois 
parliamentarism and establish the fascist dictatorship 1918-1933, in: 


R. Kühnl and G. Hardach (eds.), Die Zerstörung der Weimarer Republik, Cologne 1977, pp. 38- 


141; 

Hennig, Gesellschaft, p. 260 ff.; Ruge, Monopolbourgeoisie, p. 129, p. 143 ff., p. 149. 

Hennig, Was heißt und zu welchem Ende studiert man Faschismus? in: Gesellschaft, Beiträge 
zur Marxschen Theorie 6, Frankfurt 1976, p. 14. 

In his essay: Capitalism, pp. 21-27, Stegmann has attempted to reduce this deficit with a 
preceding chapter on the development of capitalism 1918-1929. 

Ders., Verhältnis, pp. 399-400. 

Cf. e.g. Silverberg controversy, p. 601. 

Ders., Personalization, p. 277 ff. 

Ders., Verhältnis, p. 441. 

He, Capitalism, p. 25, p. 66. 

Ders., Verhältnis, p. 441. 

Ders., Capitalism, p. 59 ff., p. 68. 

Ibid., thesis expressed in the subtitle of the treatise. 

Turner, Großunternehmertum, p. 65/66. 

Mason, Primacy, p. 201/02. 

Cf. Stegmann, Capitalism, p. 57 f, and Personalization, p. 295/96. For a detailed discussion of 
trade policy in 1932/33, see, among others, Chapter X, p. 129 ff. 

Schieder, Capitalism, p. 55. 

See in detail Chapter XII, p. 165 ff. 

Stegmann, Verhältnis, p. 439. Similarly vague description of the alliance constellation before 
and after January 30, 1933 in F. Fischer, Bündnis der Eliten. On the continuity of power 
structures in Germany 1871-1945, Diisseldorf 1979, p. 72 ff. 

Turner, Großunternehmertum, pp. 50-56. Turner's interpretation is confirmed by Hentschel, 
pp. 102 ff, especially pp. 124 ff. 

Stegmann, Capitalism, p. 45 ff. 

Cf. For example, Stegmann's reply to Turner's well-founded objections in: Personalization, p. 
292 f., note 86. Stegmann bases his far-reaching argumentation solely on an oral 
communication from family members of Helfferich, a member of the "Keppler circle" (for a 
detailed discussion of this topic, see Chap. XI.). 
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Hörster-Philipps, Großkapital, p. 93 f. 

Cf. Hennig, Society, p. 287 f 

Ibid., p. 35 ff. 

Klein, Zur Vorbereitung der faschistischen Diktatur durch die deutsche Großbourgeoisie 
(1929-1932), in: ZfG, vol. 1, 1953, pp. 872-904. 

C. Schieder, Aktionen gegen die "kalte Sozialisierung" 1926-1930. Ein Beitrag zum Wirken 
ökonomischer Einflußverbände in der Weimarer Republik, Berlin 1966. 

Thesis C. S. Maier in: Mommsen, System, p. 955. 

Mason, in: ibid., p. 965/66, similarly Petzina, in: ibid., p. 969/71. 

Weisbrod, in: ibid., p. 970. Cf. also Weisbrod, Zur Form schwerindustrieller 
Interessenvertretung in der zweiten Hälfte der Weimarer Republik, in: ibid., pp. 674-692. 

C. Offe, Das pluralistische System von organisierten Interessen, in: H. J. Varain (ed.), 
Interessenverbände in Deutschland, Cologne 1973, pp. 368-71. 

Böhret, Actions, p. 103 ff. 

Cf. chapter V, p. 85, chapter XIII, p. 183. 

The previous literature on the Reichsverband is, as already mentioned, quite sparse. F. 
Günther and M. Ohlsen, Reichsverband der Deutschen Industrie (RDI) 1919-1933, in: D. 
Fricke (ed.), Die bürgerlichen Parteien in Deutschland, vol. 2, Leipzig 1970, pp. 580-619, 
provide a well-informed account which, however, relegates the elaboration of internal 
conflicts and opposing interests to the background in favor of tracing a unified strategy. The 
appended list of sources and literature is still important. Cf. also the selected bibliography on 
the interest groups in: Varain, p. 373 ff.; also 

H.P. Ullmann, Bibliographie zur Geschichte der deutschen Parteien und Interessenverbände, 
Göttingen 1978. 

Cf. D. Schäfer, Der Deutsche Industrie- und Handelstag als politisches Forum der Weimarer 
Republik, Hamburg 1966. 

Cf. J. Winschuh, Der Verein mit dem langen Namen. Geschichte eines Wirtschaftsverbandes, 
Berlin 1932. 

The source situation for the Reichsverband der Deutschen Industrie, although its Berlin central 
archive can be considered lost, is not unfavorable overall: important association files can 
initially be found in the company archives or in the estates of the former RDI presidents, i.e. 
for 1924/25-1931 (Carl Duisberg) in the Bayer Archive Leverkusen, for 1931-33/34 (Krupp 
von Bohlen) in the Krupp Archive Villa Hügel. The holdings of the Mining Section (Bergbau 
Archiv, Bochum) are relatively complete, the remaining files of the "Verein Deutscher Eisen- 
und Stahlindustrieller" (VDEStI) are in the BA Koblenz. The private collections of leading 
business personalities in the presidium and board of the associations must be regarded as 
irreplaceable for the reappraisal of the politics of the RDI and Langnam Association. The NI. 
Paul Reusch (Historical Archive of the GHH, Oberhausen), whose papers (Reusch 
correspondence) help to determine the respective position of moderate heavy industry between 
the authoritarian state and National Socialism in 1930-33 quite precisely. The extensive NI. 
Silverberg in the Federal Archives comprises a broad compendium of the internal association 
work of the RDI, but also of the DIHT and the Langnam Association. Some exclusive 
materials from the activities of the program commissions, committees and statutory bodies 
(Engeres Präsidium, Präsidium, Vorstand and Hauptausschuß) reflect Silverberg's decisive 
role in the Reichsverband and western heavy industry. - Cf. Summarisches Auswahlinventar 
von Quellen zum Thema "Industrielles System und politische Entwicklung in der Weimarer 
Republik" in Archiven der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, edited by Th. Trumpp with the 
collaboration of B. Herzog, in: Mommsen, System, pp. 986-1000. 
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92. Cf. For example, P. Wulf, Hugo Stinnes. Wirtschaft und Politik 1918-1924, Stuttgart 1979, see 
especially the section p. 10 ff. "Probleme einer Biographie". 
93. Cf. Turner, Fascism, pp. 114-156. 


94. Mariaux, Paul Silverberg - a "Last Man", in: Der Volkswirt, Vol. 13, No. 42, Oct. 17, 1959, 
pp. 2280-84. 

95. After his emigration in 1933/34, Silverberg's private files were initially taken to Munich by his 
daughter Louise Silverberg, who had remained in Germany, and stored there. In 1957, 
Silverberg's general representative in Germany, J. H. Berndgen, reviewed the materials in 
agreement with the family and destroyed most of the private correspondence, but also business 
documents (cf. the extensive list of "destroyed files" in the central archive of Rheinische 
Braunkohle, Paffendorf. After a stopover in St. Moritz (1957-61), the files finally ended up in 
the Federal Archives in Koblenz. - Silverberg's correspondence after 1933 has also not been 
preserved. The few remaining pieces are now in the ZA Rheinbraun. 

96. For Silverberg's biography, see above all: F. Mariaux (ed.), Paul Silverberg. Reden und 
Schriften, Cologne 1951. The book has source value due to its extensive document section. 
The account by H. Kellenbenz, Paul Silverberg, in: Rheinisch-westfalische 
Wirtschaftsbiographien, vol. IX, Münster 1967, pp. 103-32, falls short of Mariaux and is in 
part unsatisfactory in terms of craftsmanship. 

97. ders, Silverberg - a "last man", p. 2282. 

98. See Chapters XI and XII. There is also a more detailed literature overview. 

99. See note 1 above. 

100. Z. E.g. Stegmann, Verhältnis, Doc. IV and XVII; U. Hörster-Philipps, Who was Hitler 
really? Big Business and Fascism 1918-1945. documents, Cologne 1978, Doc. E. Berliner, 
Das monopolistische Problem der Massenbasis, die "Deutschen Führer- briefe" und Alfred 
Sohn-Rethel, in: Bl. f. dt. und intern. Politik, Vol. 19, 1974, Doc. No. I-VI, pp. 165-174. 

101. Cf. E.g. F. Großkurth, Die politische Position der "Deutschen Führerbriefe" in der 
Schlußphase der Weimarer Republik, Staatsexamensarbeit Marburg 1975. This study, which 
was initiated by the author, probably represents a first approach in this direction, but does not 
trace the specific strategy of the Führerbriefe, especially in the Strasser question, precisely 
enough. For more details, see Chap. XII, p. 154f. 

102. Z. E.g. Stegmann, Capitalism, p. 53 ff. 

103. Turner and Stegmann, but also Weisbrod, have refrained from a systematic evaluation of 
these sources. The studies by Feldman, Winkler and Wolffsohn, on the other hand, underline 
the relevance of these materials. 

104. See most recently G. Schulz, Reparationen und Krisenprobleme nach dem Wahlsieg der 
NSDAP 1930. Betrachtungen zur Regierung Brüning, in: VSWG, vol. 67, 1980, pp. 200-22 
(preprint from: Politik und Wirtschaft in der Krise 1930-1932. Quellen zur Ära Brüning. 
Introduced by dems., edited by I. Maurer and U. Wengst, Düsseldorf 1980). The older thesis 
that there was no alternative to Brüning's economic policy, recently defended again by K. 
Borchardt, Zwangslagen und Handlungsspielräume in der großen Wirtschafts- krise der 
frühen dreißiger Jahre: Zur Revision des überlieferten Geschichtsbildes, in: Bayeri- sche 
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Jb. 1979, Munich 1979, pp. 85-132. Cf. on this in more detail 
Chapter VIII, pp. 111 ff. 
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Notes on Chapter I. 1918-1925: Revolution and the interventionist state 


. On the connection between the peacetime and wartime economies, see F. Zunkel, Industrie 


und Staatssozialismus. Der Kampf um die Wirtschaftsordnung in Deutschland 1914-18, 
Düsseldorf 1974; also G. D. Feldman, Der deutsche Organisierte Kapitalismus während der 
Kriegs- und Inflationsjahre 1914-23, in: Winkler, Kapitalismus, pp. 150-71. 

Cf. in particular H.-U. Wehler, Der Aufstieg des Organisierten Kapitalismus und 
Interventionsstaates in Deutschland, in: ibid., pp. 36-57; see also G. Hardach, Deutschland in 
der Weltwirtschaft 1870-1970. Eine Einführung in die Sozial- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte, 
Frankfurt 1977, pp. 133 ff., pp. 143 ff. 


. The willingness to distinguish between cause and consequence, as Silverberg demonstrated to 


the VDA on October 12, 1922, is quite atypical: "We must be clear from the point of view of 
economic policy that the revolution ... in this sense did not only begin on Nov. 9, 1918, but 
that the economic-political attitude in the sense of what we call revolution had in fact already 
begun in August 1914. . ." NI. Silv. No. 1, p. 2. Feldman, Policies, p. 49, otherwise a good 
connoisseur of this epoch, is mistaken when he summarizes, based solely on this Silverberg 
speech: "Businessmen frequently argued that the real revolution took place in 1914 when the 
government began its massive incursions upon the autonomy of business." Feldman must 
therefore overlook the anti-republican thrust of the demand for the abolition of the "forced 
economy". 

On the Central Labor Union see: H. Kaun, Die Geschichte der Zentralarbeitsge- meinschaft 
der industriellen und gewerblichen Arbeitgeber und Arbeitnehmer Deutschlands, Jena 1938; 
G. D. Feldman, German Business between War and Revolution: The Origins on the Stinnes- 
Legien Agreement, in: Entstehung und Wandel der modernen Gesellschaft, Festschrift für 
Hans Rosenberg, Berlin 1970, pp. 312-41; ders., Die freien Gewerkschaften und die 
Zentralarbeitsgemeinschaft 1918-1924, in: H. O. Vetter (ed.), Vom Sozialistengesetz zur 
Mitbestimmung. Zum 100. Geburtstag von Hans Böckler, Cologne 1975, pp. 229-52; Zunkel, 
Industrie, p. 172 ff; W. Richter, Zentralarbeitsgemeinschaft der industriellen und gewerbli- 
chen Arbeitgeber und Arbeitnehmer Deutschlands (ZAG) 1918-1924, in: Fricke, Bd. 2, pp. 
845-49; Documentation of the agreement, accompanying texts and statements by the trade 
unions, in: G. A. Ritter and S. Miller, Die deutsche Revolution 1918-1919. Dokumente, 
Hamburg, 19752, pp. 233-41, 243-45. 

Cf. Rosenberg, Geschichte der Weimarer Republik, Frankfurt 1961, p. 8. 

Cf. G. D. Feldman, Wirtschafts- und sozialpolitische Probleme der deutschen Demobil- 
machung 1918/19, in: Mommsen, System, pp. 618-36. See also H. A. Winkler, Vorläufige 
Schlußbemerkungen, in: ders., Kapitalismus, pp. 214-18, here p. 217. 


. On the socialization debate, see: H. Schiek, Der Kampf um die deutsche Wirtschaftspolitik 


nach dem Novemberumsturz 1918, Diss. Heidelberg 1958, as well as his, Die Behandlung der 
Sozialisierungsfrage in den Monaten nach dem Staatsumsturz, in: E. Kolb (ed.), Vom 
Kaiserreich zur Weimarer Republik, Cologne 1972, pp. 139-64. Also P. Wulf, Die 
Auseinander- setzungen um die Sozialisierung der Kohle in Deutschland 1920/21, in: VfZ, 
vol. 25, 1977, pp. 46-98, as well as his, Stinnes, pp. 221 ff. 


. Cf. here P. Wulf, Regierung, Parteien, Wirtschaftsverbande und die Sozialisierung des 


Kohlenbergbaues 1920-1921, in: Mommsen, System, pp. 647-57. 

Text of the expert opinion in: Protokolle des Unterausschusses zur Sozialisierungsfrage, 5. 
Sitzung vom 10. Nov. 1920, pp. 90, 93, NI. Silv. no. 141; printed in Mariaux, Silverberg, pp. 
25-30. On the course of the negotiations, see now also Wulf, Stinnes, pp. 227 ff. 

On Nov. 12, 1920, it was decided to reconvene the now doubled commission (including 
Rathenau, Bernhard and Cuno) and to convene it on Dec. 1, 1920 (NI. Silv. no. 146, letter 
from the Reichskohlenrat dated Nov. 16. 
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1920), but no new results were presented. The socialization debate came to a final conclusion 
with the joint report of the Foreign Office and the Reich Ministry of Justice of 17 February 
1921, according to which a socialized coal mining industry would be subject to the Allies' 
right of seizure. See Wulf, Government, p. 655/56. 

See Mariaux, Silverberg, p. 24, facsimile reproduction of Silverberg's handwritten draft. 
Members of the "Verständigungskommission" of the subcommittee on the socialization issue 
of the RWR: Stinnes, Vögler, Silverberg on the employers' side, Imbusch, Werner, Wagner for 
the employees and Berthold as independent chairman. 

The employee representatives Imbusch and Wagner expressed reservations, but agreed with 
the overall opinion, while Werner submitted a special vote. NI. Silv. no. 141. 

Ibid., p. 109; Mariaux, Silverberg, p. 25. 

Stinnes on Oct. 25, 1920 at the 2nd meeting of the subcommittee, NI. Silv. No. 141, p. 95 R: 
"I have in mind the merger of the Rheinisch-Westfälisches Elektrizitätswerk der Roddergrube 
and the Gelsenkirchener Bergwerksgesellschaft with the Deutsch-Luxemburg- schen 
Bergwerks-Gesellschaft. These were mergers of this kind, which incidentally must be the 
forerunners of further mergers. Only in this way can the economy move forward." 

Stinnes on Oct. 25, 1920 at the 2nd meeting of the subcommittee, ibid., p. 96: "We must group 
our consumers, who obtain coal in the form of electricity, gas, water and transport, into 
districts that are as large as possible; I will call them state electricity companies, state gas 
companies and state transport companies. According to their nature, these companies must 
have industrial management on the supervisory board and a municipal and state majority 
among the shareholders." 

In the expert opinion, sections B. L and II, NI. Silv. no. 141, p. 109 R; Mariaux, Silverberg, 
Cf. in this context the appointment of a commission at the Verein für Bergbauliche Interessen, 
Essen, to examine the question of whether the "participation of workers in company profits" 
could be a suitable measure to "avert socialization". 

Aug. 26, 1920, Verein für Bergbauliche Interessen to Silverberg, NI. See also June 17, 1927, 
Silverberg to the editors of the Berliner Börsen-Courier, NI. Silv. no. 364. 

Silverberg on May 6, 1951 in Lugano: "We have had to fight hard ... had. I have had two high 
points in my life: freedom of mining and freedom of the key industries" (Silverberg mentions 
the Bank's loan campaign for industrial bonds in 1931-33 as another high point). ZA 
Rheinbraun No. 210/201. 

Silverberg's speech to the "Volkswirtschaftliche Gesellschaft in Zürich" on January 8, 1930, in: 
Mariaux, Silverberg, pp. 137-58, here p. 148. 

For the overall context, see now: Feldman, Iron; see also Rosenberg, p. 104 ff. 

On the program discussion in the RDI 1922-1925, see now also Feldman, Inflation, p. 319 ff. 
Cf. also Feldman, Capitalism, p. 163 f., p. 170; also Weisbrod, Heavy Industry, pp. 226- 
230. 


. Aug. 23, 1922, Silverberg to the Executive President of the RDI, Geheimrat Bücher, later 


Chairman of the Supervisory Board of AEG, NI. Silv. no. 312. 

The establishment of the special committee was decided at the RDI board meeting on June 28, 
1922, followed by various consultations until December 1922. Due to the occupation of the 
Ruhr, the committee only met once more in 1923, on April 25, 1923; consultations continued 
in April 1925. Documentation on the work of the special committee can now be found in 
Feldman and Homburg, pp. 313-344 (Docs. 34-39). 

Silverberg on Sept. 6, 1922 at the board meeting of the RDI, HA/GHH No. 3001240/4, 
reprinted in Feldman and Homburg, pp. 313-23. 
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On Sept. 9, 1922 in the deliberations of the Special Committee. DII, Funcke, Vergangene 
Zeiten, vol. 4. 

Silverberg on Oct. 12, 1922 at the extraordinary meeting of the VDA in Berlin. NI. Silv. no. 1. 
Silverberg on Sept. 6, 1922 at the board meeting of the RDI (see note 24). 

NI. Silv. no. 1; see also Feldman, Policies, p. 49. 

"We want to support the authority of the state, but we must also demand from the authority of 
the state that we become free to lead the economic struggles." NI. Silv. no. 1, p. 3 R. 

Ibid. 

"... if we have any economic explosions, even if they are only strikes ... we can, on the part 
of our business community ... only succeed with the state, but not against it." - Ibid. 

"... militarism, military education, the discipline that has been taught to each individual in 
systematic training, . . . - On this military education rest not only the great successes we have 
achieved in industry, but above all the foundations of the trade unions, the possibility of 
governing the masses. For one can only govern disciplined masses, masses that have been 
made receptive to the authority of superiors." NI. Silv. no. 1, p. 2. 

NI. Silv. no. 1, p. 4. 

Silverberg at the advisory board meeting at the "Reichskommissar für Kohlenverteilung" on 
July 14, 1917, transcript sheet 6, BHSTA Munich, fonds "Kriegsministerium" MKr 14325. 
Silverberg's speech on 14 Oct. 1920, in: Mariaux, Silverberg, pp. 7-16, here p. 8. In the same 
sense already in an article in K. Z. No. 1171 of 23 Dec. 1918 "Vergesellschaftung", later in the 
essay "Die soziale Krise", F. Z. No. 106 of 9 Feb. 1924 as well as in the Dresden speech of 4 
Sept. 1926 (see Chap. II). 

Silverberg's speech on Jan. 8, 1930, in: Mariaux, Silverberg, pp. 137-58, here p. 148. 

By propagating this model of the economy, trade unions and the state, Silverberg had become 
a direct opponent of Hilferding's theory of "organized capitalism". For a broader discussion of 
this connection, see Chapter II, p. 40f 

Cf. Schiek, Treatment, p. 155 f. 

For Silverberg's argumentation, see also Feldman, Policies, p. 49. 

Silverberg had drawn up this program in complete independence from the deliberations of the 
"Special Committee" on 26. 12. 1922 and circulated it on 1. Jan. 1923 (for source reference 
see note 46). 

Feldman, Capitalism, p. 163/64, first drew attention to the significance of this program in the 
context of the reconsolidation of private capitalism. For a more detailed treatment, see Iron, p. 
335 ff (cf. note 46). 

Jan. 12, 1923, Duisberg to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 313, Bayer Archive 62/10/6. 

Internal 6-page exposé of the economic policy department of IG Farben, with handwritten 
header "Remarks on Silverberg's program", template for Duisberg's letter to Silverberg dated 
12 Jan. 1923, ibid. 

Memorandum by Ministerialrat Kempner for State Secretary Hamm dated Jan. 6, 1923, R 43 
1/ 1133, p. 170. now also printed in Feldman and Homburg, p. 328. 

According to the documents in NI. Silv. no. 313 to Privy Councillor Biicher, RWM Becker, 
Hagen, Weidtmann, Vogler, Reusch, Schlitter, Langen, Kruse. Responses were received from 
Bücher, Duisberg, Vögler, Reusch and Kruse. Of the addressees mentioned, only Bücher, 
Duisberg, Stinnes and Vögler were members of the special committee (DII, Funcke, 
Vergangene Zeiten, vol. 4); the other members of the RDI program commission were to be 
presented with a revised version. Cf. Bücher to Silverberg, Jan. 3, 1923, NI. Silv. no. 313. 
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Excerpts from: Bayer-Archiv, Autographensammlung s. v. Silverberg. now also printed in full 
in: Feldman and Homburg, pp. 324-28. The italicized passages are underlined in the original. 
Feldman, Kapitalismus, p. 163. In this context, see above all the "Stinnes Plan" of Oct. 1922, 
in: Ursachen und Folgen. Vom deutschen Zusammenbruch 1918 und 1945 bis zur staatlichen 
Neuordnung Deutschlands in der Gegenwart. Eine Urkunden- und Dokumentensammlung zur 
Zeitgeschichte, ed. by H. Michaelis and E. Schraepler, vol. IV, Berlin n.d., p. 414 ff. See also 
Wulf, Stinnes, p. 432 ff. 

Mariaux, Silverberg, p. LXV. 

F. Pinner, Deutsche Wirtschaftsführer, Charlottenburg 1925, p. 308/09. Pinner speaks of a 
"community of work and soul - between Stinnes and Silverberg. 

Thus Silverberg on May 6, 1951 in Lugano, ZA Rheinbraun No. 210/201, or on Aug. 4, 1925 
at the MV of the Langnam-Verein, NI. As a member of the Creditors' Executive Committee, 
Silverberg, together with Vogler, sought to save the Stinnes Group from complete collapse in 
1925/26. NI. Silv. no. 551/52. 

Rosenberg, p. 125. 

K. Z. No. 802 of 17. 11.1922 "Achtstundentag und Finanzpsychologie". 

Silverberg's article "Industry and political situation", in: K. Z. No. 869 of December 14, 1922. 
Gofweiler, GroBbanken, p. 152/53. 

Generally approving only Kruse (memorandum of Jan. 4, 1923, NI. Silv. No. 313), whose 
judgments are qualified by his membership of Silverberg's staff at RAG. 

Jan. 3, 1923, books to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 313. 

Jan. 4, 1923, Vögler to Silverberg, ibid. 

Jan. 13, 1923, Reusch to Silverberg, ibid.; on the Reusch letter, see also the internal draft of 
the economic policy department of the GHH (Szymanski) dated Jan. 13, 1923, HA/GHH No. 
400101290/35 a. 


See note 42. 

See note 43. 

See note 42. 

Quoted from Feldman, Capitalism, p. 163. 

See program sections B. 6-9. 

Aug. 30, 1922, Reusch to Silverberg, quoted in Feldman, Capitalism, p. 164. 

Cf. Chapter II, The Dresden Speech 1926. 

See also file note in NI. Silv. no. 316, pp. 1-2. 

March 31, 1922, RDI letter No. 908 111 to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 257, regarding election to 
the Board of Directors. March 15, 1923, Sorge/Biicher letter to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 224, 
regarding election to the presidium of the RDI on March 9, 1923. 

See Bayer Archive 62/10/6 and NI. Silv. no. 316-18, published as "Deutsche Wirtschafts- und 
Finanzpolitik", in: Veröff. RDI no. 29, 1925. 

More detailed Weisbrod, Schwerindustrie, pp. 242-45. 

Dec. 30, 1925, Kastl to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 235, p. 4f. 


Notes on Chapter II. The Dresden Speech 1926: Stabilization and Arrangement 


l. 


Reproduced in full with the course of discussion at the conference only in: Veröff. RDI No. 
32, 1926, pp. 55-65. Reprint of Silverberg's remarks in: Mariaux, Silverberg, pp. 49-73, 
slightly abridged in: Causes and Consequences, vol. VI, Doc. No. 1280, pp. 164-70, there 
valuable documentation of the Berlin press echo, Doc. No. 1281 a-f. For a detailed discussion, 
see Stegmann, Silverberg-Kontroverse; see also Weisbrod, Schwerindustrie, pp. 246-72. 
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2. Cf. chapter 1, p. 25f. 


w 


8. 
9; 


10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 


14. 
15. 
16. 


17. 
18. 


19. 


Cf. introduction, p. 21. 

The wide-ranging essay by Stegmann, Silverberg-Kontroverse, convincingly illustrates 
precisely this aspect, but reaches conclusions regarding the overall conception and 
significance of the speech that in part require correction. The necessary problematization of 
Silverberg's remarks is neglected in favour of a harmonizing account that remains too attached 
to Hilferding's vision of a "social republic" (cf. pp. 40 f. below). Stegmann has essentially only 
worked on the materials of the GHH Historical Archive and has not consulted the sources of 
the Bayer Archive, which are irreplaceable for the opinion-forming process within the RDI 
leadership, so that an answer to the tactical line developed in the presidium, board and 
management of the RDI cannot be given and the evaluation of the speech shifts one-sidedly. 
Weisbrod, Schwerindustrie, p. 246 ff., assumes a more balanced source basis and arrives at a 
more appropriate, critical judgment, but has omitted to delimit his interpretation. In contrast to 
Weisbrod, it should be noted above all that the reception of Silverberg's speech by the 
industrial association organizations allows for a different accentuation and overall assessment 
of the balance of power within big industry and its political groupings (cf. pp. 43ff. below). 

On the reshuffling of the RDI management in 1924/25, see the extensive materials in: Bayer- 
Archiv 62/10/2. For a more detailed account, see Weisbrod, Schwerindustrie, p. 220 ff. 

In: C. Duisberg, Abhandlungen, Vorträge und Reden aus den Jahren 1922-33, Berlin 1933, pp. 
25-37 and RDI No. 28, 1925, pp. 9-15. 

The original draft of this speech contained a clearer option in favor of the republic. It stated: 
"There is no doubt that democracy is not ideal, especially for the psyche of our people, and 
democracy will not be the last word in the history of Germany. But it is the demand of the day 
for us today." A note added: "Perhaps still too political. It seems advisable - in view of the 
political composition of the Reichsverband - to keep the question of monarchy or republic, i.e. 
the form of government, open." Draft of June 1925, Bayer Archive 62/10/2. 

July 22, 1926, Kastl to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 235. 

July 19, 1926, Vögler to Duisberg, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. 

July 22, 1926, Kastl to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 235. 

Böhret, Aktionen. 

March 1926, Sogemeier to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 226. 

July 24, 1926, Herle to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 226. For the rest, see Böhret, Aktionen, p. 63 
ff. 

See note 17; July 24, 1926, Herle to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 226. 

July 23, 1926, Silverberg to Kastl, NI. Silv. no. 235. 

August 28, 1926, Kastl to Silverberg, with the remark "yes and congratulations"; 

Aug. 29, 1926, Silverberg to Kastl, with detailed comments on his presentation, NI. Silv. no. 
235. 

Aug. 30, 1926, Kastl to Duisberg, Bayer Archive 62/10/6 b. 

Duisberg had read Silverberg's speech before the meeting (Mitt. LangnamVerein, 1926, Heft 
4, p. 19) and expressed his explicit approval during the meeting in Dresden and on 
subsequent occasions. Cf. Sept. 16, 1926, Duisberg to Kastl, Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b. 

Sept. 24, 1926, RS RDI No. 1711/P Annex "Strictly confidential", Kastl to the managing 
directors of the specialist groups. Cf. also Duisberg on Oct. 1, 1926 before the Langnam 
Association and on Oct. 14, 1926 before the Board of the RDI, Bayer Archive 62/10/4 b. From 
the 
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The fact that only this advisory board, but not the entire Executive Committee, had taken note 
of the paper in an approving manner, was given excessive weight by the opposition to the 
Silverberg course. This provided a suitable starting point for questioning the binding nature of 
the Dresden Declaration from the outset. 

Publ. RDI No. 32, 1926, pp. 55-65, here p. 55 f. 

Ibid, p. 59. 

Silverberg wanted the functions of the state to be limited to the "opening of sales markets 
abroad" and "an economically justifiable and bearable economic and financial policy at 
home". Ibid, p. 61. 

"Economic freedom in the sense of an unsystematic, inorganic and therefore highly labor, 
material and money wasting fragmentation - we will ... can no longer afford". Ibid, p. 59. 


. Ibid. p. 62. What is striking about this explanation is that positive examples are never 


mentioned. Cf. in this context: Aug. 26, 1926, Silverberg to Warburg, NI. Silv. no. 6 and 

Oct. 26, 1926, Silverberg to the management of the RDI, NI. Silv. no. 360. 

Cf. also Silverberg in F. Z. No. 106 of Feb. 9, 1925 "Die soziale Krisesowie der Vortrag 
Silverbergs am 11. Dez. 1925 auf der 44. HV des Verbandes Deutscher Leinenindustrieller, 
Berlin, "Das Kreditproblem der deutschen Wirtschaft", NI. Silv. no. 701. 

Publication RDI No. 32, 1926, p. 63. 

Ibid, p. 64. 

Ibid, p. 64. 

Used here as a synonym for "social democracy". Cf. also Silverberg vor Langnam-Verein, in: 
Mitt. Langnam-Verein, 1926, Heft 4, p. 12, misunderstood by Stegmann, Silverberg- 
Kontroverse, p. 602, in the sense of "welfare state". 

Publication RDI No. 32, 1926, p. 64. 

According to the minutes, ibid., p. 65. Stegmann's version, who incidentally did not use the 
cited source, that Silverberg received only "little applause" is incorrect. Stegmann, Silverberg- 
Kontroverse, p. 602. See also Duisberg's statement at the RDI board meeting on Oct. 14, 1926: 
"If it has been said in individual newspapers that there was not much applause, then that is not 
true. It was a stormy applause ... that he received; that cannot be disputed." Sten. Minutes of 
the board meeting of October 14, 26, Bayer Archive 62/10/4 b. 

Publication RDI No. 32, 1926, p. 65. 

Stegmann does not take this protest into account. Stegmann, Silverberg Controversy, p.602. 
Cf. chapter I, p. 31. 

Publication RDI No. 32, 1926, p. 70. 

See above Chapter I, p. 33 f. 

Publication RDI No. 32, 1926, pp. 72-74. 

Ibid, pp. 74-75. 

R. Ailferding, Political Problems. On Wirth's appeal and Silverberg's speech, in: Die 
Gesellschaft. Internationale Revue für Sozialismus und Politik, Vol. 3, Oct. 1926, No. 10, pp. 
289-302, here p. 293. 

On the RDI's and Silverberg's confrontation with Naphtali's "economic democracy" (1928), 
see the documentation in Hardach, Deutschland, pp. 156-67. 

While Stegmann, Silverberg-Kontroverse, p. 597 ff, largely follows Hilferding's interpretation, 
Weisbrod, Schwerindustrie, p. 252, sums up: "Ultimately, he [Silverberg] was only interested 
in transferring joint responsibility for the implementation of unpopular measures to the Social 
Democrats under the leadership of the business community and eliminating the pressure of 
social policy compensation demands in right-wing coalitions." 
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Weisbrod thus correctly addresses the socio-political aim of Silverberg's speech, but overlooks 
Silverberg's second line of argument, namely the attempt to curb the demands of the 
interventionist state by joining forces with organized labour. 

See Chapter III ff. 

"A warm welcome", Theodor Wolff in the Berliner Tageblatt No. 415 of Sept. 5, 1926. The 
speech was "an event and a deed", but reservations remained: "Do these gentlemen of big 
industry ... not enter the republican house only to furnish it according to their taste, and does 
the industrial oligarchy not hope to become the true ruler and impose its will on the people? 

Z. E.g. Neue Preußische Zeitung ("Kreuzzeitung") No. 412 of Sept. 4, 1926, Deutsche 
Tageszeitung No. 414 of Sept. 6, 1926, described in more detail in Stegmann, Silverberg- 
Kontroverse, p. 604. 

Sept. 5, 1926, Silverberg to Reich Chancellor Marx, R 43 1/1206, BI 173. 

Sept. 11, 1926, Der Staatssekretär in der Reichskanzlei an Silverberg (Rk 6910), R 43 1/ 1206, 
Bl. 185. In addition, Silverberg was offered a confidential meeting. 

K. Z. No. 664 of 7. 9. 1926 "Economic and party politics in Silverberg's speech". 

In any case, exposed statements are not available. Friedrich Schott's assertion that Stresemann 
had opposed the Silverberg concept at a DVP conference in Cologne is inaccurate. Rather, it 
was a meeting of the DNVP under Hugenberg's leadership (see note 51). Oct. 4, 1926, 
Commercial Councillor Schott to Kastl, Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b. 

The conversation took place on Oct. 3, 1926 at Silverberg's private residence, the Hoverhof. 
There is apparently no record of the conversation. Entry in the guest book of the "Hoverhof" 
dated Oct. 3, 1926. Personal papers of Louise Silverberg, St. Moritz-Suvretta. 

Appropriately analyzed in Hilferding, Probleme, p. 289 ff. 

K. Z. No. 673 of Sept. 10, 1926 "The German national industrialists against Silverberg". At 
the conference, Thyssen, Springorum and Haßlacher in particular called for resistance. 
Vorwärts No. 418 of Sept. 5, 1926 "Kampf oder Gemeinschaft. On Silverberg's speech". 

The Vorwärts referred here with a well-aimed side blow to the creation of the largest public 
enterprise in Germany, the RWE, by Stinnes and Silverberg, neither of whom would have 
been offended by the fact "that this mixture of private and public enterprise is the forerunner 
of public enterprise forms". Vorwärts No. 418 of 5 Sept. 1926. Cf. here also Silverberg and 
Stinnes in the Socialization Commission of the RWR 1920, ch. 1, p. 25f. 

See note 52. 

Leipart in Vorwarts No. 426 of Sept. 12, 1926. 

Statement at the extended board meeting of the Gewerkschaftsring on Sept. 18, 1926, in: K. Z. 
No. 698 of Sept. 19, 1926 "Eine Gewerkschaftsstimme zur Rede Silverbergs". 

Stegerwald in an interview with the Kölnische Zeitung, in: K. Z. No. 668, Sept. 8, 1926, 
"Stegerwald and Silverberg. A conversation with the Christian labor leader about the 
cooperation of the Social Democrats". 

Cf. also K. Z. No. 803 of 28 Oct. 1926 "A Westphalian Center Party Congress". Cl. Lammers 
welcomes Silverberg's course. 

L. Preller, Sozialpolitik in der Weimarer Republik, Stuttgart 1949, p. 203. cf. also 

Weisbrod, Heavy Industry, p. 268. 

Methodologically problematic derivation of industry groups by Stegmann, Silverberg 


218 


61. 
62. 
63. 
64. 


65. 
66. 
67. 
68. 
69. 
70. 


71. 
12. 


13. 


74. 


75. 


76. 


Neebe, Large-scale industry - Notes on chapter II. Dresden speech 
1926 


Controversy. Contradictory, for example, the assessment of the textile industry and the lignite 
industry and the entrepreneurs representing them. See also notes 75 and 76. 


Oct. 9, 1926, Lange to Kastl, Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b. 

Sept. 6, 1926, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/3 a. 

On the coordination between Reichert and Reusch, see: Sept. 6, 1926, Reichert to Reusch, 
HA/GHH No. 400101220/3. 

Excerpt from the minutes and press release of the plenary meeting of the Chamber in: RS RDI 
No. 4790/VI dated Oct. 7, 1926, Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b. 

R 13/1 166, pp. 170, 172-72 R. 

Sept. 10, 1926, Schlenker to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 414, p. 113/14. 

Sept. 11, 1926, Silverberg to Reichert, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. 

Sept. 11, 1926, Berndgen to Duisberg, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection; Sept. 11, 1926, 
Silverberg to Schlenker, NI. Silv. no. 414, BL 115. 

Sept. 13, 1926, Reusch office to Silverberg, confirmation of appointment for Sept. 16, 1926, 
6:30 p.m., HA/GHH no. 400101290/35 a. 

See also March 26, 1926, Silverberg to Duisberg. Silverberg is more optimistic about the 
economy than his "colleagues". Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. 

See note 67. The passages in italics are underlined in the original. 

Sept. 6, 1926, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/3 a. Vogler, who was "somewhat 
appalled" by the speech, considered it tactically awkward to launch the first protest from the 
West. Dr. Freundt then suggested taking action from Bavaria, and Blank agreed to "pass on 
this suggestion". 

A total of over 30 comments, mostly negative. Complete texts of the submissions as far as can 
be seen only in: Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b; there also the "Overview of the written statements 
on Dr. Silverberg's speech at the Dresden general meeting" compiled by the management of 
the RDI in preparation for the presidential meeting of 14 Oct. 1926. RS RDI No. 4790/VI of 
Oct. 7, 1926 "Confidential". 

Sorge's remark that during the Dresden meeting no one except Reichert was prepared to share 
his criticism of Silverberg's speech fits in well with this. Oct. 14, 1926, Sorge before the board 
of the RDI, Bayer Archive 62/10/4 b, Sten. Prot. p, 52/53. 

There is evidence that the Delmenhorst company responded: Nickel sheet factory Hille & 
Müller, Porschdorf; C. A. Delius & Söhne, Bielefeld; Wirtschaftsverband der hannoverschen 
Industrie; Augsburger Kammgarnspinnerei. At the same time, the Norddeutsche 
Wollkämmerei took action vis-a-vis the Federation of German Employers' Associations 
(VDA) (Oct. 12, 1926, VDA to RDI, Tgb. no. Z/27739). The protests received there can also 
be linked to the activities of the Norddeutsche Wollkammerei; for example, R. & 0. Lux 
Metallwaren- und Maschinenfabrik, Marienthal, joined their petition "in full". Bayer Archive 
62/10/9 b. On the role of the Delmenhorst company, see also: Sept. 24, 1926, Kastl to the 
managing directors of the RDI trade groups, RS No. 1711/P: " .. . Only a small number of 
inquiries and protests have been addressed to the management of the Reichsverband. The latter 
were essentially initiated by one particular company . . ." Bayer Archive 62/10/ 3 a. On Oct. 
25, 1926, the Delmenhorst company contacted Bayer again and again sent a circular letter with 
its comments on the resolution that had meanwhile been passed by the presidium and board of 
the RDI. A copy of this letter can be found inthe DII, NI. Steinmüller, 1926. 

Stegmann, Silverberg-Kontroverse, p. 604 ff., has not noticed this connection and attempts to 
organize these protests of predominantly structurally weak small and medium-sized 
enterprises within the framework of a large industrial monopoly group model. 
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Sept. 18, 1931, "Record of a meeting with the Reich Chancellor," strictly confidential, Bayer 
Archive, 62/10/8. 

Sept. 16, 1926, Duisberg to Kastl, Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b. 

Sept. 14, 1926, Kastl to Duisberg, ibid. 

Sept. 16, 1926, Duisberg to Kastl, ibid. Weisbrod, Schwerindustrie, p. 257/58, tends to give a 
different assessment. 

Sept. 24, 1926 (RS 1711/P), Kastl to the managing directors of the specialist groups, 
BayerArchiv 62/10/3 a. 

Cf. letter Kastl-Duisberg dated Sept. 21, 1926, Tgb. No. 1659/P, Bayer Archive 62/ 10/9 b. 

In particular Sept. 21, 1926, Schlenker to Silverberg, NI. Reusch and Silverberg met for talks 
in Berlin on Sept. 16, 1926. Sept. 13, 1926, Reusch office to Silverberg, HA/GHH no. 
400101290/35 a. 

Cf. also the well-targeted article in K. Z. No. 717 of Sept. 26, 1926 "Silverberg's conditions". 
Sept. 10, 1926, Schlenker to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 414. The Langnam Association had 
originally intended to give only Frowein the opportunity to assert the Dresden concept 
alongside Silverberg. 

See also: Duisberg, Abhandlungen, and Mitt. Langnam-Verein, vol. 1916-1926. 

Mitt. Langnam-Verein, 1926, Heft 4, p. 5/6. Reusch had also previously only criticized the 
RDI for the lack of information from the Presidium and Board. 13. u. 

Sept. 26, 1926, Reusch to RDI, HA/GHH No. 400101220/3. 

Mitt. Langnam-Verein, 1926, vol. 4, pp. 10-13. In accordance with Duisberg's directive of 
Sept. 16, 1926 (Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b) and his remarks to the Langnam Association on Oct. 
1, in: Mitt. Langnam-Verein, 1926, vol. 4, p. 16. The only exception to this was the statement 
by the Executive Member of the Executive Committee Kastl. 

Ibid., p. 8 and 11. 

Ibid, pp. 14-15. 


. Ibid., pp. 17-20, here p. 19. Duisberg's omission about the "croaking of the frogs" was 


particularly resented by the Verband Sachsischer Industrieller (VSI). Oct. 9, 1926, VSI to the 
Presidium of the RDI, RS RDI No. 4870/VI dated Oct. 12, 1926, Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b. 

Cf. Weisbrod, Schwerindustrie, p. 264. 

Feldman, Policies, p. 53, and Stegmann, Silverberg Controversy, p. 606, also tend to make a 
different assessment. Cf. here Hartong's (Nordwolle) omission at the RDI board meeting of 
Oct. 14, 1926: "Clarity has not been promoted by Düsseldorf (shout-out. That is correct)", 
Sten. Prot., p. 48, Bayer Archive 62/10/4 b. 

Oct. 6, 1926, letter from the Verein fiir Bergbauliche Interessen to the RDI, Tgb. No. 1 A 
1192, Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b, regarding the association's board meeting of Oct. 6, 1926. 

See below Chapter V, p. 87 f. 

See also Preller, p. 340. 

Excerpt from the minutes of the meeting of the entire VSI Board of Directors on Oct. 6, 1926, 
sent to the RDI Presidium on Oct. 9, 1926, reprinted in: RS RDI No. 4870/VI dated Oct. 12, 
1926, to the members of the RDI Presidium, Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b. 

Dr. Schneider at the VSI board meeting on 6 Oct. 1926, ibid. 

Dr. Schlegel at the VSI board meeting on 6 Oct. 1926. The VSI attached such importance to 
this statement that - following its letter of 9 Oct. (note 97) - it brought the relevant excerpts 
from the minutes to the attention of the VSI in a separate communication of 11 Oct. and at the 
same time requested the Reichsverband to make appropriate use of these statements at the 
meetings of the board and presidium on 14 Oct. 1926. Bayer. Archive 62/10/9 b. 
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100. Minutes of the presidential meeting have apparently not survived, but those of the 
subsequent board meeting have. Bayer Archive 62/10/4 b. 

101. According to Duisberg 2 1/2 hours, Sten. Minutes of the RDI board meeting of Oct. 14, 
1926, p. 31, Bayer Archive 62/10/4 b. 

102. Ibid, p. 36. 

103. Ibid, p. 41/42. 

104. Ibid, p. 39. 

105. Texts (original and last version) in Bayer Archive 62/10/4 b. 

106. Originally, the words "Unternehmerschaft" and "Arbeiterschaft" were used, but Blohm 
managed to have the "-schaft" removed during the debate. In the Presidium, the passage 
following the above text: "For its part, the Reichsverband will emphatically campaign for the 
realization of these goals" had already fallen victim to censorship. Ibid. 

107. Cf. e.g. Stegmann, Silverberg controversy, p. 606. 

108. Oct. 14, 1926 on the RDI Board of Management, Bayer Archive 62/10/4 b. 

109. Sept. 16, 1926, Frowein to Delius, Bayer Archive 62/10/9 b. 

110. Oct. 28, 1926 K. Z. No. 803 "A Westphalian Center Party Congress". Lammers expressly 
welcomes Silverberg speech. Dec. 11, 1926 HAS RDL Lammers and Rousselle (Board) 
defend Silverberg concept against Vielhaber. Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/5 a. 

111. See below Chapter IV, p. 64ff. 

112. Not listed here is Hilger, who as treasurer of the RDI had no influence on the political 
direction of the association. 

113. Stegmann, who does not analyze the internal structure of the Reichsverband, sees the 
"Silverberg camp" in a clearly inferior position. Stegmann, Silverberg Controversy, p. 606/07; 
cf. also note 114. 

114. Weisbrod, Schwerindustrie, p. 268 f., in contrast to Stegmann, analyses the different 
organizational conditions of the industrial groupings, but tends to overestimate this factor. His 
conclusion that heavy industry "as a relatively cohesive bloc" was "able to take a public stand 
against a majority of the Reichsverband through the forum of the Langnamverein and thus 
influence the decisions of the Reichsverband" needs to be qualified. 


IH. Global economic crisis and restoration concepts 


1. On the global economic crisis, see, among others: W. Grotkopp, Die GroBe Krise. Lehren aus 
der Uberwindung der Wirtschaftskrise 1929/32, Diisseldorf 1954; G. Kroll, Von der 
Weltwirtschaftskrise zur Staatskonjunktur, Berlin 1958; W. Conze and H. Raupach (eds.), Die 
Staatsund Wirtschaftskrise des Deutschen Reiches 1929/33, Stuttgart 1967; Ch. P. 
Kindleberger, Die Weltwirtschaftskrise, Munich 1973; cf. also the relevant sections in: K. 
Borchardt, Wachstum und Wechsellagen 1914-1970, in: H. Aubin and W. Zorn (eds.), 
Handbuch der deutschen Wirtschafts- und Sozialgeschichte, vol. 2, Stuttgart 1976, 
pp. 685-720, and W. Fischer, Bergbau, Industrie und Handwerk 1914-1970, in: ibid., pp. 802- 
32; also D. Petzina, Die deutsche Wirtschaft in der Zwischen-Kriegszeit, Wiesbaden 1977. 


2. Vjh. f. Konjunkturforschung, Vol. 4, 1929, No. 2, p. 41. 


f. 
4. Cf. introduction, p. 13; see also Winkler, Bemerkungen, in: ders., Kapitalismus, p. 12. 


5. D. Keese, Die volkswirtschaftlichen Gesamtgrößen für das Deutsche Reich in den Jahren 
1925--1936, in: Conze u. Raupach, p. 43, Account 1. 
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Borchardt, Growth, p. 706. 

For an interpretation of the crisis, see also Hardach, Deutschland, p. 39 ff., or K. Borchardt, 
Grundriß der deutschen Wirtschaftsgeschichte, Göttingen 1978, p. 62 ff. On monetary policy 
and the collapse of the world monetary system, see G. Hardach, Weltmarktorientie- rung und 
relative Stagnation. Monetary Policy in Germany 1924-1931, Berlin 1976. 

Hardach, Germany, p. 53. 

Cf. Keese, p. 50/52. 

For a discussion of economic policy during the crisis, see Chapter VIII below. The principle of 
a balanced, i.e. pro-cyclical budgetary policy remained relatively unchallenged until the 
banking crisis in the summer of 1931. The reorientation towards deficit spending that then set 
in was only concretized by Papen. 

On the conflict in the Grand Coalition of 1929/30, see H. Timm, Die deutsche Sozialpolitik 
und der Bruch der Großen Koalition im März 1930, Düsseldorf 1952, p. 149 ff.; I. Maurer, 
Reichsfinanzen und Große Koalition. Zur Geschichte des Reichskabinetts Müller (1928-1930), 
Bern 1973, p. 95 ff.; W. Conze, Die politischen Entscheidungen in Deutschland 1929-1933, in: 
ders. u. Raupach, p. 190 ff.; also Bracher, Auflösung, p. 262 ff. 

See section II above. 

Publication RDI No. 50, Jan. 1930, p. 6. 

Ibid., p. 7 £. 

Ibid, pp. 9-21. 

Ibid, pp. 22-36. 

See above Ch. 1, p. 29ff. 

RDI No. 50, Jan. 1930, p. 26. Silverberg's plans included the abolition of the wage tax as a 
revenue accruing to the empire. Instead, Silverberg called for the expansion of tax sovereignty 
for states and municipalities. 

Nov. 25, 1929, Silverberg to Schacht, NI. Silverberg asks for figures from the Reichsbank and 
promises to submit his paper "for censorship". Confirmation of the agreement with Schacht in 
Silverberg's letter to Reusch dated Dec. 24, 1929, HA/GHH 400101290/35 a. 

Schacht attended the RDI conference in person and received demonstrative applause. 
However, a special rally of confidence for Schacht planned by the Bavarian Industrialists' 
Association (BIV) was averted after Reusch and Kastl intervened. Dec. 10, 1929, Reusch to 
Kastl; Dec. 12, 1929, Kastl to Reusch, HA/GHH 400101220/7. On Schacht's intentions, see 
Hardach, Weltmarktorien- tierung, p. 109 f. 

Jan. 2, 1930, M. Warburg to Silverberg, NI. Silv. No. 19 "You know that I consider the 
involvement of the Reichsbank to be only partly correct ... One must forget that at the moment 
we have a very spirited and important president of the Reichsbank in Schacht, who ... ... is still 
too busy with politics and other tasks instead of just looking after the currency and the money 
market." 

Berliner Tageblatt of Dec. 13, 1929 (F.P.): "Silverberg's extra tour. Disorder in the 
Reichsverband". 

Publication RDI No. 50, Jan. 1930, p. 31/32 and p. 36. 

On the Eastern aid complex, which is not dealt with in detail here, see above all the materials 
in NI. Silv. No. 565-80 and in fonds R 43 1/1801-14. Valuable overview of the legislation on 
aid to the East in RDI publication No. 59 of Sept. 1931 "Die Osthilfegesetze". 

On the controversy, see correspondence with Lammers/Vielhaber, in: NI. Silv. no. 19. 
Memorandum RDI "Aufstieg oder Niedergang", in: Veröff. RDI No. 49, Dec. 1929. 
Silverberg was a member of the editorial board of the program; cf. 22 Nov. 1929, Herle to 
Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 320. 

Cf. F. Z. No. 929 of 13. 12. 1929" . interesting as evidence o f . . .which 
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The power of capital formation that they [the industry] trust themselves with (beyond their 
own needs) ... and what thoughts of power are in their brightest minds". 

Dec. 24, 1929, Silverberg to Reusch (handwritten), HA/GHH No. 400101290/35 a. 

Düsseld. Nachr. No. 632 of 13. 12. 1929 "The rebirth of capitalism. Silverberg's 
transformation". Edgar J. Jung, leading head of the "conservative revolution" and later advisor 
to Franz von Papen, saw Silverberg's speech to the RDI as a move towards the camp of those 
who "feel the inadequacy of current public life" and saw reason to send his programmatic 
vision of the future "The rule of the inferior, its decay and its replacement by a new empire". 
Dec. 22, 1929, Jung to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 19. 

Cf. also Stegmann, Silverberg controversy. Stegmann overlooks the partially tactical character 
of the Dresden speech by implying that Silverberg had pursued the ZAG concept without 
interruption. 

See Chapter II, p. 51. 


On the Young Plan, see above all: Die Entstehung des Youngplans, dargestellt vom 
Reichsarchiv 1931-33. Durchgesehen und eingeleitet von M. Vogt, Boppard 1970. 

This connection is overlooked in: Maurer, p. 108 ff, especially p. 126, Hindenburg's "change 
of mood" between March 11 and 18, 1930. More correct assessment in Timm, p. 201. Pointed 
but appropriate emphasis in Mommsen, Ruhrberg- bau, p. 175, as well as in his, Auflösung, p. 
10. See also Hardach, Weltmarktorientierung, p.109. 

Average reduction from RM 2.5 billion to RM 2.05 billion annually. Maurer, p. 112. 
According to a VDMA publication (Lange) "Burden comparison between Dawesplan and 
Youngplan" from Nov. 1929, the effective reduction amounted to approx. 50%. R 13 1/277. 
May 28, 1929, Kastl to Reusch: "Of course, nothing would have been easier for me than to 
follow Végler's example. Nevertheless, I could not justify doing the same, because that would 
also have resulted in the collapse of the conference with all its disadvantages for us." Cf. also 
correspondence between Herle, Duisberg, Vögler, Thyssen from May 28 - June 5, 1929, in: 
HA/GHH No. 200101220/6 b. 

June 8, 1929, Kastl to Duisberg, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. 

Extensive materials on the Young Plan controversy, which can only be dealt with in passing 
here, in: NI. Silv. no. 415, Krupp Archive IV E 915, HA/GHH no. 400101221/ 9 b. 

Cf. Thyssen's alleged statement "I need this crisis now" on the occasion of a meeting in Essen, 
Villa Hiigel. On Bernhard's private lawsuit (Voss. Zeitung) against Ernst Poensgen in this 
regard, see the materials in: HA/GHH No. 400101293/9. 

Board meeting of the RDI on June 20, 1929, Bayer Archive 62/10/4 c. After a long debate, the 
meeting agreed "that each of the experts had endeavored to the best of their knowledge and 
belief to achieve the most favorable result for the future of the German people according to the 
circumstances". Quoted from RS RDI No. 760/1 of 20. 6. 1929. Overall, however, the position 
of the Reichsverband remained somewhat vague. The DIHT, the Centralverband des dt. Bank- 
und Bankiergewerbes and the RV des Dt. Groß- und Oberseehandels voted similarly, each 
linking fundamental internal reforms to the realization of the Young Plan. G. M. RDI No. 15, 
1929, Lfd. No. 269 of July 12, 1929 "Die wirtschaftlichen Spitzenverbände zum Young-Plan". 
Writ. Reusch-Blank July 22-29, 1929, in: HA/GHH No. 4001012024/6. Cf. also July 27, 1929, 
Reusch to von Miquel, HA/GHH No. 40010124/2. 

July 26, 1929, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/6. 


K. Z. No. 570 of 17.10.1929 Co-signatories include L. Hagen, Brecht, von Oppenheim, 
Pferdmenges. 
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Lecture of Nov. 11, 1929 "Economic and financial aspects of the Young Plan", NI. Silv. no. 
18. 

Cf. Mommsen, Dissolution, p. 10. 

Duisberg emphasized the current need to compromise with the SPD over the ratification of the 
Young Plan, but left no doubt that in the long term a "completely different direction in the 
capitalist sense, not in the socialist sense" was necessary. Bayer Archive 62/10/7 b. 
Publication RDI No. 50, 1930, p. 6. 

For a characterization of Alvensleben, see, among others, S. Delmer, Die Deutschen und ich, 
Hamburg 1963, p. 171 ff. Officially, Alvensleben headed the "German League for the 
Protection of Western Culture", which, however, provided no more than the outer framework 
for his intriguing activities. Despite the opacity of Alvensleben's actions in detail, it is 
unmistakable that they were based on close cooperation with General v. Schleicher. See the 
correspondence between Alvensleben and Schleicher, in: N 42/21, 22, 23, 25, 29; N 97/1 and 
NS 20/122. 

Nov. 28, 1929, Alvensleben to Duisberg, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. 

Nov. 29, 1929, Duisberg to Alvensleben, ibid. 

The first major split in the DNVP and the withdrawal of the Treviranus group from the 
Reichstag parliamentary group in the period from November 27 to December 4, 1929 were 
directly related to Alvensleben's action. Cf. Bracher, Dissolution, p. 276 ff., 284 ff. The often- 
circulated version that the DNVP and above all the Hugenberg wing of the party enjoyed the 
special favor of big business is incorrect. In this sense, see also K.-P. Hoepke, Alfred 
Hugenberg als Vermittler zwischen grofindustriellen Interessen und Deutschnationaler 
Volkspartei, in: Mommsen, System, p. 907 ff., p. 916 ff. 

Cf. Döhn, Politics and Interest. Die Interessenstruktur der Deutschen Volkspartei, Meisenheim 
1970. 

E. von Gilsa, officially "head of department" at GHH/Sterkrade, acted as P. Reusch's political 
representative. See correspondence Gilsa-Reusch, in: HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 a and b. 
Gilsa ran the GHH's Berlin office with Martin Blank, who enjoyed Reusch's special trust and 
was one of the most important lobbyists of the Weimar period (but also of the early Federal 
Republic). 

Of particular importance is the strictly confidential meeting of right-wing circles of the DVP 
on Jan. 24, 1930 in Berlin. For reports and minutes of the meeting, see: Jan. 25, 1930, Gilsa to 
Reusch, Jan. 29, 1930, Gilsa to Reusch (with minutes), HA/GHH 400101293/ 4 a. 

For a report on the course of the meeting, see: Feb. 5, 1930, Gilsa to Reusch, ibid. Cf. in this 
context also Feb. 6, 1930, Reusch to Fritz Schaffer, HA/GHH 400101293/ 10 a. 

Dec. 17, 1929, Kastl to Reusch, NI. Silv. no. 235, pp. 148 ff. 

Cf. Dec. 16, 1929, Reusch to Gilsa, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 a. Cf. also: March 9, 1930, 
Gilsa to Reusch, ibid. 

Dec. 16, 1929, Reusch to Kastl, NI. Silv. no. 235. 

Dec. 17, 1929, Kastl to Reusch, ibid. reply from Reusch dated Dec. 19, 1929, HA/GHH No. 
400101220/7. 

Dec. 20, 1929 K. Z. "State Secretary Schmid and Langnamverein". According to the note in 
de, K . Z., considerations were underway to replace Kastl with Schlenker from the Langnam 
Association. Cf. Jan. 21 and Jan. 24, 1930, Schlenker to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101221/11 
a; see also March 9, 1930, Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 a. 

Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/4 d, p. 43 ff. 


27 Feb. 1930 to related RT deputies, HA/GHH No. 400101220/8 a. 
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Schäffer-Reusch correspondence, in: HA/GHH No. 400101293/10 a. However, it is 
questionable whether Schäffer also wanted to save the existence of the coalition with this 
Junction. Cf. 4 and 8 Feb. 1930, Schäffer to Reusch, ibid. 

RS RDI No. 1843/S of March 7, 1930, HA/GHH No. 400101220/8 a. Cf. also RS RDI no. 
1895/S of March 8, 1930, NI. Silv. no. 337. 


But see the statement by Kalle (IG-Farben) and Dr. Schneider at the DVP parliamentary group 
meeting on March 11, 1930: Kalle in particular emphasized that the declaration of the leading 
associations was essentially only covered by the syndici. Gilsa's contradictory information that 
Reusch, Müller-Oerlinghausen and Silverberg had agreed to the resolution and that the draft 
was based on Frowein, Flechtheim, Lammers and Bücher is apparently correct, as far as it can 
be verified. March 13, 1930, Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 a. 

March 8, 1930, Herle file note on telephone conversation with Moldenhauer, NI. Silv. no. 337, 
sent by Herle to Reusch, Silverberg and others on March 10. 

DFB No. 19 of March 7, 1930: "This [the governing coalition without Social Democracy] 
must have the economy in mind as the last political consequence if it refuses to approve the 
program of the cabinet whose finance minister belongs to the German People's Party." For the 
background to the "Führerbriefe", see Chapter XII, p. 154f. 

March 10, 1930, Moldenhauer to Duisberg, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection: "I felt 
extremely bitter about the resolution of the top associations, which with a wave of the hand 
pushes all my work aside ... Nothing more could be created at the moment. Nothing has been 
spoiled for the future, but a good start has been made. The declaration of the leading 
associations simply overlooks this painstaking work, which was wrested from the Social 
Democrats in the most difficult struggle. I have told Dr. Herle and Mr. Hamm that I hardly 
believe that there will ever again be a man from our circles who is prepared to make the great 
personal sacrifice of being abandoned at the decisive moment. This declaration removed the 
last possibility of an understanding, because now the parliamentary group, which under the 
leadership of Scholz wants to break the yoke of Social Democracy and possibly go into 
fruitless opposition for the next four years, finds recognition of its behavior in the declaration 
of the leading associations. Cf. also March 15, 1930, Moldenhauer to Duisberg, ibid. 

On Kastl's special role, see RS RDI No. 1843/S of March 7, 1930, HA/GHH No. 400101220/8 
a; March 9, 1930, Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 a; March 15, 1930, Meynen to 
Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 337; March 20, 1930, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 4001012024/6. 
March 11, 1930, Silverberg to Herle, NI. Silv. no. 337. 

March 16, 1930, Silverberg telegram to RDI, ibid. 

C. Horkenbach, Das Deutsche Reich von 1918-heute (1918-1930), Berlin 1930, p. 304. See 
also the Gilsa-Reusch correspondence of March 23 and 25, 1930. Reusch expressed his 
disappointment: "I very much regretted that no sharp dividing line was drawn between the 
German People's Party and Social Democracy. If the German People's Party does not issue the 
slogan for the fight against socialism, then the great citizens' party we are striving for will 
never be created." HA/GHH No. 400101293/4a. 

The reform of unemployment insurance was considered as a possible reason for the break-up 
of the coalition as early as Jan. 24, 1930 at an internal meeting of right-wing DVP circles. 
HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 a. 


See Conze, Entscheidungen, pp. 176-252, in particular pp. 178/79. 
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Cf. Bracher, Dissolution, pp. 43-57, where he also discusses the compromise between 
monarchical constitutionalism and democratic parliamentarism. 

Dec. 30, 1925, Kastl to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 235. 

Oct. 30, 1929, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 4001012024/6. Further references to a 
forthcoming "Hindenburg Cabinet" include Nov. 28, 1929, Alvensleben to Duisberg, Bayer 
Archive, Autograph Collection; correspondence Gilsa-Reusch, Dec. 1929-March 1930, in: 
HA/GHH no. 400101293/4 a. 

On von Schleicher and the Reichswehr in particular: Th. Vogelsang, Reichswehr, Staat und 
NSDAP. Beiträge zur deutschen Geschichte 1930-1932, Stuttgart 1962; still important: 

0 E. Schüddekopf, Das Heer und die Republik. Quellen zur Politik der Reichswehrführung 
1918 bis 1933, Hannover 1955. From the contemporary literature see: K. Caro and W. Oehme, 
Schleicher's Rise. A contribution to the history of the counter-revolution, Berlin 1933. 

See also Bracher, Auflösung, p. 246 ff. 

The alternative candidacy of the party chairman of the DVP, Scholz, was only conceived as an 
emergency solution. N 42/29, Noeldechen memorandum. 

Allusion to the "Grand Coalition" in Prussia under the Social Democrat Otto Braun. 

In: N 42/29, where there is also further material on the role of the Reichswehr in the fall of the 
Grand Coalition. Noeldechen memorandum printed in Vogelsang, Reichswehr, p. 414/15. 

In the same context, see also Westarp's minutes of January 15, 1930 on the plan for a 
"Hindenburg Cabinet", reproduced in W. Conze, Die Krise des Parteienstaates in Deutschland 
1929/30, in: HZ, vol. 178, 1954, pp. 79/80. 

H. Schacht, 1933: Wie eine Demokratie stirbt, Düsseldorf 1968, p. 63, characterizes Brüning 
as follows: "He was the appointee, the employee of a dictator, the Reich President." 

H. Brüning, Memoirs 1918-1934, Stuttgart 1970. 

In K. D. Bracher, Brüning's apolitical politics and the dissolution of the Weimar Republic, in: 
VfZ, vol. 19, 1971, p. 118, characterized as "deeply dependent on Hindenburg and the 
Reichswehr leadership". On the current image of Brüning, see above all H. Mommsen, 
Heinrich Brüning's politics as Reich Chancellor: The failure of a political solo effort, in: Holl, 
pp. 16-45. 

More detailed in Chapter V, p. 78ff. 

Luther's political role in 1930-33 has not yet been sufficiently recognized in research. See, 
however, G. Schulz, Erinnerungen an eine mißlungene Restauration, in: Der Staat, vol. 11, 
1972, p. 65, note 7; see now also ders., Reparationen, pp. 214-18. 

A study on the BER is still missing. Valuable materials on the political effectiveness of the 
federal government in the fonds: HA/GHH 400101293/9, 15, 16a, 17 and 400101290/29-31; 
BA, NI. Luther. For an introduction, see K. Goßweiler, Bund zur Erneuerung des Reiches 
(BER) 1928-1933, in: Fricke, vol. 1, pp. 195-200, 

In 1929/30, Luther is repeatedly named as the candidate for chancellor of the economic and 
political forces united in the BER: Dec. 4, 1929, Reusch to Luther, HA/GHH No. 
400101290/29 b; Jan. 25 and 29, 1930, Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 a; June 
18, 1930, 

Gattineau to Duisberg, Bayer Archive 62/10/3 b; July 5, 1930, Aug. 5, 1930, Aug. 13, 1930, 
Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7. 

Oct. 25 and Nov. 9, 1929, Reusch to Gilsa, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 a; Nov. 22, 1929, 
Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/6. Cf. report on the meeting of the Reich 
Committee of the DVP in early December 1929, appendix to the Reusch-Luther letter of Dec. 
4, 1929, HA/GHH No. 400101290/29 b. The unnamed reporter writes: "Luther's candidacy as 
party leader was also discussed ... At yesterday's meeting, however, the lively will, one can 
safely say of the majority, was expressed very strongly to save Luther's valuable forces for 
other major tasks and to replace Luther with the party leader. 
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closer to the party in the meantime. Luther will be elected to the central executive committee 
of the party on the 14th of this month. For his later use, I imagine Luther as austerity dictator, 
finance or interior minister, perhaps also as chancellor again. In any case, yesterday showed 
that the political work, which was intended to facilitate Luther's return to active politics, has 
already borne quite good fruit." 

Cf. H. Luther, Before the Abyss. 1930-1933: Reichsbank President in Times of Crisis, Berlin 
1964, p. 37/39. 

"Confidential transcript of a conversation with Dr. Luther that took place on 9. 3. 1930". The 
4-page sketch of the conversation can be found in NI. Luther No. 365 and is signed by hand 
"gez. Janecke". On Luther's plans, see also Hardach, Weltmarktorientierung, p. 118 f. 
According to the minutes of March 9, 1930, the notifications there confirmed in the letter from 
Reusch-Edgar Jung dated March 20, 1930, HA/GHH No. 400101293/ 10 a. 

Indirect confirmation in Luther, Abgrund, pp. 128-30. Cf. also the rather critical 
characterization of Luther in Briining's memoirs, the actual background of which, however, 
remains unclear. In this context, Blank's description of August 13, 1930 is revealing: "In a 
consultation with Mr. Treviranus today, I discovered that the Reich Chancellor was indeed 
very nervous about the Reichsbank President. Mr. Treviranus, who for his part was convinced 
that this nervousness was not justified to such an extent, has since acted in a very conciliatory 
manner. He is still in contact with Mr. Luther and has probably also succeeded in reassuring 
the Chancellor that there are no hostile intentions on the part of Mr. Luther towards the present 
cabinet." Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7. 

Also confirmed in Luther, Abgrund, pp. 131-57; "There was no alternative". 

See Jänecke's minutes of March 9, 1930, NI. Luther no. 365. 

Cf. note 50. 

Programmatic: H. Schacht, Das Ende der Reparationen, Oldenburg 1931; his, Grundsätze 
deutscher Wirtschaftspolitik, Oldenburg 1932. Schacht's speech on the occasion of the 
formation of the "Harzburg Front" on October 11, 1931 is also of particular political 
explosiveness. On Schacht's policy, see also Hardach, Weltmarktorientierung. 

See Chapter IX, p. 122ff. 


IV. Political offensive and civic rally in the summer of 1930 


. By Mendelssohn on April 9, 1930 before the Langnam Association; Duisberg on May 23, 1930 


before the 

dem RDI; Silverberg am 4. April 1930 vor dem Langnam-Verein, am 19. Juni 1931, 27. Nov. 
1931 and April 22, 1932 before the RDI, on June 23, 1931 before the DIHT. 

Cf. in particular 0. Funcke (Hagen) before the "Verein der märkischen Klein- eisenindustrie" 
on the subject of "Industry and Politics" on Dec. 4, 1931, in: Funcke, Vergangene Zeiten, 
Politik; DII Manuskriptsammlung. See also Winschuh, p. 138/39. 


Mitt. Langnam-Verein, issue 2, 1930, p. 134: "Entrepreneurs to the front". 


. Remarks at the main committee meeting of the DIHT on Jan. 30, 1930, printed minutes in: 


Verhandl. des DIHT, issue 1, 1930, pp. 10-14. 

Cf. Weisbrod, Form, in: Mommsen, System, pp. 674-92. 

Following on from this is the article "Sammeln" (Schlenker) in K. Z. No. 120 of March 2, 
1930; Schlenker on April 4 before the Langnam-Verein, in: Mitt. Langnam-Verein, Heft 2, 
1930, p. 145; Hamm on April 9, 1930 at the 50th plenary meeting of the DIHT, in: Verhandl. 
DIHT, issue 3, 1930, p. 122. 

Preparatory article "Sammeln" (see note 6). The content of the appeal had previously been 
agreed with Paul Reusch; see 26 Feb. 1930, Schlenker to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 
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400101221/11 a. The article states, among other things: "The economy has allowed itself to be 
pushed too far onto the defensive and, if it recognizes the signs of the times and does not want 
to perish, must now go on the offensive. Above all, it must realize that it must stand up to 
its opponents, who are fighting with political weapons, in the political arena as well ... Of 
course, it is high time for action". 

Mitt. Langnam-Verein, issue 2, 1930, p. 142/43. 

Ibid, p. 147. 


. Ibid. p. 179 ff., here p. 183. Cf. also Silverberg's dinner speech at the Düsseldorf Industrial 


Club on April 1, 1930, NI. Silv. no. 21. 


. Cf. also Wieland's remarks to the main committee of the RDI on May 23, 1930, which 


addressed the question of "Reich reform" in the context of a necessary bourgeois 
counterweight to the Social Democrats. Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/ 5 b, pp. 8-12. 


. See above Chapter III, p. 58. 
. Sten. Prot. HAS RDI of May 23, 1930, Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b, here pp. 1-7. 
. Duisberg's remarks also printed in: Duisberg, Abhandlungen, pp. 102-05, here quoted from 


Sten. Prot., p. 1 ff. 


. See above Chapter IV, p. 60. 

. Ibid. 

. Sten. Prot. HAS RDI of May 23, 1930, Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b, pp. 1-7. 

. Ibid. pp. 13-17, quoted here from the extract from the minutes in NI. Silv. no. 274, pp. 26-28. 

. This idea was not entirely new, but had already been discussed once before in 1925, when an 


attempt was made to organize the "Parliamentary Evenings" at the RDI, which were attended 
by approx. 

25 to 50 or more MPs in a loose form into a permanent "Parliamentary Advisory Council". 
However, this plan was met with "rejection by most MPs, who felt that these ties were too 
close and one-sided". Böhret, Aktionen, p. 126/27. 

Sten. Prot. HAS RDI of May 23, 1930, Bayer Archive 62/10/5b, pp. 13-17 (see note 18). 


the next morning, when the others are back in parliament and in politics, the whole evening 
with the nice dinner etc. is forgotten, and then sober party politics is the deciding factor again. 
- In this context, see also Borsig's letters to the management of the RDI and to Silverberg 
dated May 26, 1930, NI. Silv. no. 274, pp. 23-28. 

Sten. Prot. HAS RDI of May 23, 1930, Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b, p. 18 ff. 

May 23, 1930, Mining Division (Pinkerneil) to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 274, sheet 22. 
Wieland's demand for Reich reform and a change in electoral law, also raised at the HAS RDI 
on May 23, 1930, belongs in this context. sten. Prot., pp. 8-12. On this point, Borsig in his 
letter of May 26, 1930 to the management of the RDI, NI. Silv. no. 274, pp. 24/25: "I am... 
that Mr. Kommerzienrat Wieland's comments that things will not improve until the electoral 
system is changed are quite correct; however, I would like to say that in this case the better is 
the enemy of the good and it will probably be a long time before the electoral system is 
changed. I, too, believe that a great deal else must be done, but not to do the good because 
something better might be done in the future seems to me to be quite wrong." 

Duisberg on May 23, 1930 in the HAS of the RDI. 

See in particular the meeting of April 4, 1930, Chapter IV, p. 60f. 

Cf. also the prominent position of the VSI in the context of the Silverberg controversy of 1926 
(Dresden), ch. II, p. 47. 

Publication RDI No. 50, 1930, p. 38. 
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29. In this sense, Frowein also stated on May 23, 1930 in his justification of the amendment to the 
statutes before the HAS of the RDI, Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b, p. 24. 

30. For the organization of the RDI, see special print "Der Reichsverband der Deutschen Industrie 
und sein Aufbau", as of Nov. 1932 and "Arbeitsplan der Geschäftsführung des RDU, Stand 
März 1924, NI. Silv. no. 221. See also the statutes of the RDI, as of Sept. 21, 1929, printed in: 
Der Weg zum industriellen Spitzenverband, published by BDI, Darmstadt 1959, p. 139 ff. 
Interpreted excerpts from the statutes in H. Brettner, Die Organisation der industriellen 
Interessen in Deutschland unter besonderer Berticksichtigung des "Reichs- verbandes der 
deutschen Industrie", Berlin 1924, pp. 52-57. 

31. From 1927 only every two years. Cf. Weg, p. 130. 

32. Ibid, p. 129. 

33. Ibid, p. 131. 

34. Brettner, p. 55. 

35. Sten. Prot. HAS RDI of May 23, 1930, Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b, p. 24 ff. Results of the 
meeting also reported in G. M. RDI No. 13 of June 3, 1930, pp. 127-28. 

36. Cf. May 26, 1930, Duisberg to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/10. The expansion of the 
top management of the RDI had been undertaken "in order to bring about closer contact 
between the Presidium and management in all economic policy matters." 

37. Cf. June 11, 193 1, Duisberg to Krupp, Bayer Archive 62/10/2. Duisberg praised Kastl as a 
"very capable, competent and suitable" member of the Executive Committee, although he had 
occasionally become "all too independent". "For this reason, I felt compelled to increase the 
number of deputy chairmen by two at the end of the previous year and to implement an 
extensive division of labor, to which Privy Councillor Kastl is bound." 

38. Draft guidelines of June 2, 1930, finally confirmed in a meeting of the "Engeres Präsidium" on 
Dec. 11, 1930. Bayer Archive 62/10/1 (The draft of June 2 was also published in: NI. Silv. No. 
268, p. 183/84) The "division of labor" in the "Engeres Präsidium" provided for the following: 
Duisberg: Management and internal organization, social policy, industrial property rights, 
VDA, DIHT. 

Frowein: Antitrust, Internat. Chamber of Commerce, wholesale and overseas trade, retail trade, 
crafts. 

Hilger: Budget of the RDI, Industrial Fund. 

Silverberg: Financial policy, agricultural policy, transport policy, legal 

issues. Müller-Oerlinghausen: Trade policy. 

Kraemer: Reich Economic Council, Russia and Eastern affairs, export promotion, trade fairs and 
exhibitions. 

(according to list in: Bayer Archive 62/10/1 of Dec. 11, 1930). 

39. Ibid. 

40. See Frowein's comments in the justification for the amendment to the statutes before the HAS 
RDI on May 23, 1930, Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b. The term "Engeres Präsidium" was always 
avoided in the official language of the RDI, but was quite common internally. Cf. e.g. Aug. 
12, 1930, Herle to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 268, p. 206. See also the registry of Silverberg's 
estate; vol. 234 bears the inscription: "Engeres Präsidium 1930-33". In this context, see also 
Sept. 27, 1932, Krupp to Lammers, Krupp Archive IV E 1023: Krupp denies there that the 
deputy chairmen constituted a special committee. 

41. A practice that was also maintained under the later Chairman Krupp. March 10, 1932, Krupp 
to Silverberg, Krupp Archive IV E 177. 

42. Winschuh, p. 79/80, interprets the change of leadership in the Langnam Association in the 
opposite way. 
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Prior to the meeting on May 23, 1930, Reusch had already definitively refused to Kastl and 
Lammers to take on the position of 2nd Deputy Chairman. Even pressure from Vögler and 
Reuter did not help. 25 May 1930, Reusch to Blank, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/6. On 
Reusch's close cooperation with Kastl in connection with the reorganization of the RDI, see 21 
March 1930, Reusch to Kastl, HA/GHH No. 400101220/8 a. Cf. also resolution of the 
Election Committee and the Statutes Commission of May 14, 1930, Bayer Archive 62/10/1; 
Frowein on May 23, 1930 at the HAS RDI, Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b; May 31, 1930, Reusch 
to Silverberg, HA/GHH No. 400101290/35 a. 

Not listed here is E. Hilger from the Saxon lignite industry, who, as treasurer of the RDI, had 
no influence on the association's policies. 

For evidence of the positions of the members of the "Engeres Präsidium", see e.g. ch. 11, p. 
48, ch. V. p. 77. 

Anders Stegmann, Silverberg Controversy, p. 606/07. 

G.M. RDI No. 13 of June 3, 1930, p. 127/28. 

Ibid. 

Extensive correspondence with Duisberg in: Bayer Archive 62/10/1; see also correspondence 
with Reusch in: HA/GHH No. 400101220/8 a and April 2, 1930, Reusch to Silverberg, NI. 
Silv. no. 574 and April 16, 1930, Kastl to Duisberg, NI. Silv. no. 235. 

May 23, 1930, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/6. 

Cf. Nov. 28, 1929, Alvensleben to Duisberg, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. 

On the overall problem, see L.E. Jones, The Dying Middle: Weimar Germany and the 
Fragmentation of Bourgeois Politics, in: CEH, vol. 5, 1972, pp. 23-54; and Sarn mlung oder 
Zersplitterung? Die Bestrebungen zur Bildung einer neuen Mittelpartei in der Endphase der 
Weimarer Republik 1930-1933, in: VfZ, vol. 25, 1977, pp. 265-304. 

Reusch's remarks on Jan. 30, 1930 before the HAS of the DIHT in Berlin, in: Verhandl. DIHT, 
Heft 1, 1930, p. lOff.; Reusch and Schlenker's vote on article "Sammeln" in K. Z. No. 120 of 
March 2, 1930, HA/GHH No. 400101221/11 a; otherwise correspondence between Reusch - v. 
Gilsa and Reusch-Blank in: HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 a and 4001012024/6-7; see also Sept. 
5, 1930, Reusch to Weinling, HA/GHH No. 400101293/ 10 b. Adequate elaboration of the 
industrial influence in the bourgeois collection attempts (especially in connection with the 
'Volkskonservative Vereinigung' Treviranus) in W. Methfessel, Volkskonservative 
Vereinigung 1934-1933, in: Fricke, vol. 2, p. 799 ff. 

May 1, 1930, v. Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 400101293/4 a. 

Ibid.; v. Gilsa reports: "The efforts to unite the non-Marxist bourgeoisie into a common front 
have not made much progress recently. Apart from the fact that Hugenberg is working 
intensively to regain the ground he has lost in the Reichstag faction, the efforts of Mr. 
Brüning, Mr. Trevitanus and Mr. Scholz have come to a standstill ... In any case, the fact is 
that the mood of wanting to come together within the German bourgeoisie is no longer as 
strong as it was a few weeks ago, so that the efforts of individuals, whether for objective 
reasons or out of personal ambition, to found new parties are unfortunately gaining ground 
again." 

April 1930, Blank to Reusch, reproducing Bernstein's opinion transmitted by telephone: "It is 
absolutely necessary not to disturb the more sensible organization of conditions on the money 
and capital markets that is just beginning to emerge by causing new political unrest." Blank, 
for his part, doubted Bernstein "whether it was right to keep the Briining cabinet artificially 
alive through changing parliamentary majorities, which would undoubtedly put it under severe 
pressure in its ability to act." For further evidence, see Chapter V, Note 49. 

May 21, 1930, v. Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 a. 
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More precise information on the time and place of the reported statements is missing. On 
Silverberg's role in the political developments in the summer of 1930, see above all the 
statements to the RDI Presidium on June 25, 1930, Chapter IV, p. 71. 

Among others, May 24, 1930, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/6. 

Cf. also M. Schneider, Unternehmer und Demokratie. Die freien Gewerkschaften in der 
unternehmerischen Ideologie der Jahre 1918 bis 1933, Bonn 1975, p. 126 ff. Schneider 
incorrectly reduces the negotiations to the "limited sector of wage and working time issues", 
completely overlooks the political dimensions with regard to a revival of the "grand coalition" 
and blames the entrepreneurs as a whole for the expiry of these discussion approaches. For a 
much more correct account, see Wengst, Unterneh- merverbände, pp. 99-119 - On the problem 
of trade union orientation in the crisis, see also the literature review in Chapter XII, Note 66. 
Description of the preliminary history of the negotiations in the summer of 1930 by 
Pietrkowski in a meeting between the RDI Presidium and the VDA Board of Directors on June 
3, 1930, summarizing minutes, Bayer Archive 62/10/3 b and NI. Silv. no. 457. 

Exact date of the meeting, which took place at v. Raumer's, cannot be determined. However, 
everything indicates a date in the last week of May. Participants in the meeting were: Brüning, 
Stegerwald, Kastl, Brauweiler, Pietrkowsky, Miiller-Oerlinghau~,~n, Borsig, Silverberg and 
Poensgen were excused. According to Pietrkowsky's announcements on June 3, 1930, see note 
61. 

Idea pursued in particular by Kastl (RDI). See file note dated June 5, 1930, HA/GHH No. 
400101293/ 10 b. "Messages from Mr. Kastl". 

See Chapter IV, p. 71 f., RDI presidential meeting of June 25, 1930. 

See note 61. 

See section 11 above. 

The employers' declaration was edited on June 4 in a smaller committee chaired by Biicher in 
accordance with the discussions of June 3 (text in RS No. 918/VI of June 4, 1930, Bayer 
Archive 62/10/3 b) and revised again on June 5 in a joint meeting between the RDI and VDA. 
It is not without interest that the finally approved declaration of June 5 (file note Kastl, 
HA/GHH No. 400101293/10 b) is much more conciliatory than the original. 

June 10, 1930, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/71; see also note 69. 

Sten. Minutes of the meeting, Bayer Archive 62/10/3 b. Records of the proceedings of the 
meeting also in: HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7, 400101293/10 b, Bayer Archive 62/10/3 b and 
NI. Silv. no. 457. 

See in particular Raumer's harsh criticism of the employers' attitude: "In many respects, the 
trade unions, whose desire for cooperation was much greater than on their own side, could 
become allies. The only solution to the financial question was the general reduction in the 
salaries of civil servants, all of which could have been achieved together with the unions, but 
had now been shattered for the time being," quoted from the transcript, Bayer Archive 
62/10/3 b. 


. Text of the press release in: G.M. RDI No. 15, 21. 6. 1930, Lfd. No. 366. 

. See above Chapter IV, p. 63 f. 

. Sten. Prot. Bayer Archive 62/10/3 b, p. 80/81 

. For the political significance of this action, see also Vorwärts No. 305 of July 3, 1930: 


"Scharfinacher gegen Arbeiterpresse". This article contains a complete reprint of Herle's letter 
of 9 May 1930 "Advertising by the Social Democrats" together with a request to the presidium 
of the RDI to "show its colors as to whether it wants to go along with this sharpshooter prank". 
B. Sydow, Social Democracy and Industry, in: Der Arbeitgeber, Vol. 20, No. 7, April 1, 1930, 
pp. 176-78 
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May 9, 1930, Herle to Silverberg, "personal", NI. Silv. no. 268. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 

June 19, 1930, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7. 

Ibid. 

Quoted from Sten. Minutes of the presidential and board meeting of the RDI on June 25, 1930, 
Bayer Archive 62/10/3 c, p. 92/93. 

"We have repeatedly rejected any disaster policy in our circles. I would also like to be able to 
say for the Reichsverband and for each of us: we have done everything to prevent the 
catastrophe. We know . . . what will be destroyed by the catastrophe. But we don't know how 
it will be rebuilt. That is my point of view, which I will inevitably stick to, even if the critics 
say that I am a defeatist, that I am going too far towards the governments - that may be said; I 
accept the reproach". Sten. Prot., ibid., p. 89. 

Silverberg replied to Biicher's comments, who opposed any compromise in financial and tax 
policy; according to Biicher, "it is only necessary to make ruthless savings, perhaps 15% in the 
budget. But for that you need a man, a real personality in the cabinet, and until then there is no 
point in dealing with the financial problem in detail." Quoted from the summary report on the 
RDI meetings of 25. 6. 1930, ibid. 

Sten. Prot., ibid., p. 103. 

"Rise or decline"? German economic and financial reform 1929. A memorandum by the 
Presidium of the RDI, Berlin 1929. 

Silverberg now saw the "all or nothing" policy propagated by Biicher as the ultimate trend 
towards "a German financial directorate that will have to govern autonomously on the basis of 
the Enabling Act". Sten. Prot., BayerArchiv 62/10/3 c, 

S. 102. 

RS RDI No. 3663/IV of June 27, 1930, HA/GHH No. 400101220/8 b. - In the 

press release, the continuation of further direct negotiations was expressly endorsed. In an 
accompanying letter, however, Herle complained about the presentation in the "Vorwärts" of 
June 26, 1930, which aimed to "play the individual industries off against each other. 


V. The Reichstag election of September 14, 1930 


Bracher, Dissolution, p. 302. 

Cf. inter alia July 2, 1930, Kastl to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 235: Kastl suggests here that the 
RDI refrain from making an explicit statement on Dietrich's financial program before the 
parliamentary recess in order not to impair the ability of the parties (SPD) to compromise and 
to make "no difficulties at all" for the government. Cf. also the discussion at the presidential 
meeting of the RDI on June 25, 1930, see above Chapter IV, p. 71 f. 

See also Bracher, Auflösung, p. 301: "Although the Reichstag still had a clear republican 
majority and Briining's plans for a right-wing coalition obviously proved to be unreal 
speculation in the face of this fact, the Reich Chancellor now took the often threatened 
authoritarian path against or without parliament in order to realize his rigidly held reform 
concepts". 

See above all Count Westarp's minutes of Jan. 15, 1930, in: Vogelsang, Reichswehr, p. 70. 


. Cf. also Conze, Entscheidungen, pp. 215-17: "Thus he deliberately refrained from making a 


counter offer to the Social Democrats and thus went towards almost certain defeat in the 
Reichstag ... Behind all this, however, was above all the actual 
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the decisive reason ... Hindenburg's order of March 28. After the fall of the Grand Coalition, 
the SPD was no longer to govern". 

Cf. Brüning, Memoirs, p. 192 ff. 

April 1 and 3, 1930, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/6. 

See the materials in: HA/GHH No. 4001012024/6-7. 

July 21, 1930, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7. 


. July 23, 1930, Blank to Reusch, ibid. 

. Ibid. 

. July 24, 1930, Blank to Reusch, ibid. 

. July 25, 1930, Kastl to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 235. 

. See also the negotiations on cartel policy in Sept./Oct. 1930 between the RDI and the Reich 


Chancellery, in: R 43 1/1203. 


. See, among others, the materials in: HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7. For Luther, see in particular 


the minutes of March 9, 1930, NI. Luther no. 365. 


. Aug. 7, 1930, Reusch to Blank, "Confidential", HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7. 

. See above Chapter III, p. 58. 

. Conze, Decisions, p. 218. 

. Sept. 5, 1930, Reusch to Weinlig, HA/GHH No. 400101293/106. In addition to Reusch, 


Silverberg, for example, also took part in these negotiations, meeting with Scholz (DVP) on 
July 31. July 29, 1930, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7. Cf. also July 28, 1930, 
Hamm to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 40010123/ 25 b. 

G.M. RDI No. 19 of Aug. 5, 1930, Lfd. No. 434 "False reports about the involvement of the 
Reich Association of German Industry in the election campaign". There, a counterstatement to 
press reports in "Welt am Abend" No. 168 of July 22 that the RDI had given Hugenberg the 
entire election fund for distribution, with the "lion's share" going to the National Socialists. 
Rather, it was correct that western industry wanted to give all bourgeois parties from the state 
party to the DNVP an equal share, whereby Vögler was to negotiate with Hugenberg 
beforehand and inform him "that he is expected not to maintain any relations with the National 
Socialists". July 29, 1930, Blank to Springorum, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7. 

On the business community's criticism of the DNVP under Hugenberg, see above all: Sept. 8, 
1930, Reichert to Krupp with exposé "Why away from Hugenberg", Krupp Archive IV E 962. 
Cf. Bracher, Dissolution, p. 318. 

Communicated to all members of the Reichsverband in the RS (no.) "Industrie und 
Reichstagswahlen" of Aug. 16, 1930, NI. Silv. no. 268, also printed in: G.M. RDI No. 21 of 
Aug. 25, 1930, Lfd. In addition to the management, the members of the "Engeres Präsidium" 
(Duisberg, Kastl, Frowein, Silverberg, Kraemer, Müller-Oerlinghausen and Hilger), who also 
signed it, were primarily involved in editing the election appeal. See the correspondence 
between Herle and Silverberg on Aug. 12 and 16, 1930, in: NI. Silv. no. 268; cf. also Aug. 13, 
1930, Herle to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 400101220/9 a. 

G.M. RDI No. 21 of Aug. 25, 1930, Lfd. No. 484. 

Sept. 3, 1930, Kastl to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101220/9 a; Sept. 3, 1930, Hamm (DIHT) to 
Reusch, HA/GHH No. 40010123/25 b. 

See Bracher, Dissolution, p. 323 ff. 

Keese, p. 323 ff. 

Sept. 15, 1930, v. Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 400101293/4 b. 

Sept. 15, 1930, Reichert's essay "The first impression of the 1930 Reichstag election". 3-page 
hectographed reprint, Krupp Archive IV E 962. 

Multi-page memorandum by Pünder dated Sept. 15, 1930, R 43 1/1308, p. 597 ff. On 
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J. Becker, Brüning, Prälat Kaas und das Problem einer Regierungsbeteiligung der NSDAP 
1930-1932, in: HZ, vol. 196, 1963, p.78, already refers to this process, which has not yet 
received sufficient attention. 

R 43 1/1308, p. 598. 

Ibid, p. 598/99. 

Horkenbach, 1918-1930, p. 319. 

E. Matthias, Die Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands, in: The End of the Parties in 1933: 
Representations and Documents, Düsseldorf 1960, p. 103 ff. 

See also the reports from the British ambassadors in Paris, R. H. Campbell, and in Berlin, Sir 
H. Rumbold, to Foreign Secretary Henderson on September 16 and 18, 1930. In these reports, 
the ambassadors each refer to the "Grand Coalition" as the expected solution to the 
parliamentary crisis in Germany. Causes and Consequences, vol. VIII, pp. 92-95, doc. 1680 b 
and 1680 c. 

Brüning, Memoirs, p. 187. 

Ibid., p. 187: "My mission would have failed if I had somehow become involved in coalition 
assurances." 

R 43 1/1308. 

R 43 1/1446. 

Sept. 21, 1930, Schulenburg to Schleicher, N 42/21. 

Cf. Vogelsang, Reichswehr, p. 95. 

Sept. 26, 1930, Schleicher to Schulenburg, sent as "Einschreiben-, N 42/21. Also printed in 
Vogelsang, Reichswehr, Doc. 6, p. 415, and R. Kühnl, Der deutsche Faschismus in Quellen 
und Dokumenten, Cologne 1975, p. 142. 

Conze, Decisions, p. 220. 

July 21, 1930, recording Blank, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7. See citation in Chapter V, p. 73 f. 
Oct. 1, 1930, Treviranus to Blank, HA/GHH no. 4001012024/7. 

Cf. Brüning, Memoirs, p. 192 ff. 

For a detailed discussion of the connection between reparations and deflation policy in 
Brüning's writings, see Chapter VII. There is also numerous archival evidence for the thesis 
put forward here. 

Brüning, Memoirs, p. 193/94. 

See, among other things, Dec. 5, 1930, von Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 b: 
"When the last bridging loan of 125 million dollars was concluded, according to my 
information the Reich government is said to have already made considerable concessions to 
America. On the one hand, the government is said to have committed itself not to declare a 
moratorium on the basis of the New Plan in the near future, and on the other hand, the cabinet 
had to promise to solve the crisis in Germany by parliamentary rather than extra-parliamentary 
means ... Actually, it is not really understandable why foreign countries should be against an 
extra-parliamentary solution. It should only be interested in finally establishing order in our 
country so that foreign countries do not lose the money they have invested in us. The psyche 
of nations is sometimes peculiar. In Western European countries and also in North America, 
parliamentarianism has a completely different structure and is rooted in popular sentiment than 
here. There, a break with the parliamentary form is perhaps also seen as the beginning of 
impending chaos." Cf. also 1 . Oct. 1, 1931, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/9; 
Chapter VII, Note 44. 

For the interview, see Becker, p. 74. 

Brüning, Memoirs, p. 192 ff. 

Oct. 8, 1930, Brüning's speech to the Reich President, R 43 1/678: Brüning describes his 
negotiations with Hitler and his demand "for immediate reparations reparations". 
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sion while declaring a moratorium", whereas the Chancellor had maintained the view that 
"repair negotiations should only be initiated after the implementation of the reform program". 
Brüning, Memoirs, p. 196. 

Bracher, Dissolution, p. 328. 

Sten. Minutes of the presidential meeting are not available. A letter from Kastl to Silverberg 
dated Sept. 19, 1930, NI. Silv. no. 235, in which Kastl writes, among other things: Jm 
Präsidium ... there was a very long debate in which I was extremely shocked by some of the 
statements of one of our friends, because they were the most florid nonsense I have ever heard. 
What was even worse, however, was that some even agreed with him. Reusch suffered for 
hours under the same impression as I did, while Kraemer let his eyes wander in search of 
help." 

Sept. 15, 1930, file note Pünder, R 43 1/1308. see above Ch. V, p~ 77. 

Sept. 19, 1930, Kastl to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 235. 


Sten. Prot. Board of Management, Bayer Archive 62/10/4 d; Sten. Prot. HAS, Bayer Archive 


62/10/5 b 

Board meeting of Sept. 19, 1930, Bayer Archive 62/10/4 d, pp. 6-7. If a government coalition 
did not come into being, Kastl saw a vote of no confidence and the repeal of the emergency 
decrees of July 27 as a certainty. It was therefore a "complete impossibility" "for the 
government to appear before the Reichstag when it convenes on October 13 or 16 without 
drawing the appropriate conclusions from the results expressed in the elections . . ." 

Ibid, pp. 10/11. 

Horkenbach, 1918-1930, pp. 322-23. 

See in particular: "Aufstieg oder Niedergang" (RDI No. 49, December 1929); June 4, 1930, 
letter from the central associations to the Reich government concerning the coverage of the 
deficit in the 1930 Reich budget, in: G.M. RDI No. 14 of June 13, 1930, No. 342. See also the 
programmatic declaration of the RDI in connection with the negotiations with the trade unions 
of June 26, 1930, in: G.M. RDI No. 16 of July 2, 1930, No. 382. 

"Statement of the Presidium on the Economic and Financial Plan of the Reich Government", 
reprinted in: G.M. RDI No. 25 of Oct. 10, 1930, Ifd. no. 552. A draft resolution prepared on 
the basis of the negotiations of the Economic Policy Advisory Council of the RDI of Oct. 8 in: 
Bayer Archive 62/10/3 c. 

Verhandl. DIHT, Heft 12, 1930, p. 141/42 "Zum Wirtschafts- und Finanzplan der 
Reichsregierung"; see also report by Dr. Grunds, ibid., p. 13 ff. 

Remarks by the President of the DIHT, von Mendelssohn, at the main committee meeting of 
the DIHT on Oct. 9, ibid., p. 12. 

Brüning, Memoirs, p. 198, incorrectly interprets this as a "general attack against the 
government prepared by Mr. Hugenberg". 

See in particular statements by Dr. Jacobshagen, in: Verhandl. DIHT, issue 12, 1930, 

S. 43/44. 

See above chapter V, p. 79 f. and note 52. 

Verhandl. In addition to the management (Hamm/Frentzel), the President of the Cologne 
Chamber of Industry and Commerce, Louis Hagen, had also advocated excluding the 
reparations issue at the present time. 

Cf. draft resolution and final statement of the DIHT on the program of the Reich government, 
ibid. p. 42/43 and p. 141/42. 

See Ruhr loading meeting of Oct. 14, 1930. Report in Karl Haniel's letter to Reusch dated 

15. 10. 1930, HA/GHH No. 4001012000/3 a. See below Chapter V, p. 84. 

Oct. 18, 1930, Schlenker to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101221/11 a. 

Oct. 20, 1930, Springorum to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/36 a; Oct. 21, 1930, 
Schlenker to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101221/11 a. 
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Brüning, Memoiren, p. 206, saw this as nothing more than a "pointless advance" that burst 
into a "favorable atmosphere" at the Reichsrat and "criticized everything without bringing a 
single positive thought". The pointed summary in Schultheß, 1930, p. 227, "In Düsseldorf tagt 
der Langnamverein", also suggests such an assessment, which, however, is not covered by the 
minutes of the meeting. 


A. o. MV Langnam-Verein of Nov. 4, 1930, contributions printed in: Mitt. Langnam-Verein, 
issue 19, 1930. 

Ibid, p. 432. 

Ibid, p. 443. 

Nevertheless, Poensgen conceded that a successful tackling of the reparations issue had to be 
preceded by internal reorganization. Ibid, p. 449. 

Ibid, p. 447. 

Oct. 25, 1930, Schlenker to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 416. 

Mitt. Langnam-Verein, issue 19, 1930, pp. 458-64. 

Nov. 6, 1930, lecture "Wirtschaftslage und Öffentliche Hand", at the Überseeclub Hamburg, 
printed by: Mariaux, Silverberg, pp. 159-76. 


Vorwärts of 7. 11. 1930 "Silverberg as accuser". Against the national economic fantasies of 
the far right'. Overall inaccurate assessment of Silverberg's speech by W. v. Alvensleben, Nov. 
7, 1930, Alvensleben to Silverberg. Cf. also 

Nov. 10, 1930, Silverberg to Alvensleben, NI. Silv. no. 25. 


Mariaux, Silverberg, p. 168/69. 

Ibid, p. 176. 

Ibid. 

On the course of the Ruhr loading meeting, see Oct. 15, 1930, K. Haniel to Reusch, HA/GHH 
No. 4001012000/3 a. 

Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/4 d. 

Ibid, pp. 21-40, especially pp. 39/40. 

Ibid., p. 44/45: Thyssen: "For my part, I will object if, for example, the German economy is 
called upon here to provide assistance to the current government (Lively applause from part of 
the assembly)". 

Ibid, p. 53/54. 

In addition to Duisberg, the following spoke out in favor of Briining's compromise course 
during the debate: Miiller-Oerlinghausen, Dr. Braun - Frankfurt, Dr. Kalle and also E. Borsig. 
Behind Thyssen to some extent Reichert (VDEStI) (ibid., pp. 64-66). 


Ibid, pp. 46, 71. 

Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b, printed in: RDI No. 55, Dec. 1930. 

R 43 1/2367 Reich Chancellery memos of Nov. 15 and 17, 1930; see also Nov. 26, 1930, 
Kastl to Brüning and Dec. 1, 1930, Kastl/Herle to Brüning, ibid. 

Publication RDI No. 55, Dec. 1930, p. 7. 

On the concept of the "export offensive" as a lever of reparations policy, see Brüning, 
Memoirs, p. 193/94 (cf. above Chapter V, p. 79). On Brüning's and Kastl's statements to the 
HAS RDI on Nov. 27, 1930, see now also Schulz, Reparations, p. 205/06. 

Publication RDI No. 55, Dec. 1930, pp. 23-26. 

Horkenbach, 1918-20, p. 337 ff. 


100. Publication RDI No. 55, Dec. 1930, p. 25/26. 


101. 


Documented conversations between Silverberg and Brüning in the fall of 1930 took place 
on Sept. 24, Oct. 30, Nov. 20 and Dec. 23, 1930, see R 43 1/ 2128, 2056. On Silverberg's 
propagation of the Brüning course, see, among others, Nov. 27, 1930, Silverberg before the 
DIHT board, NI. Silv. no. 640; Dec. 4, 1930, Silverberg lecture at the Berlin Club, NI. For 
Kastl, see above all the materials in R 43 1/2367. 
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102. The assumption that Kastl helped shape Briining's conception of reparations policy 
certainly requires more substantiation. The starting points for this hypothesis are Kastl's and 
Briining's statements to the HAS RDI on Nov. 27, 1930, as well as the Chancellor's basic 
conception later presented in the memoirs: Veröff. RDI No. 55, Dec. 1930, pp. 19-26; 
Brüning, Memoiren, pp. 192 ff., p. 221. 

103. Publication RDI No. 55, Dec. 1930, p. 26. 

104. Quoted here according to Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b. In the publications RDI 
No. 55, Dec. 1930, it says differently: "... the political leadership we have had so far has 
failed". Previously cited in the literature according to the printed text in the publications. 

105. Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b, p. 67/68. 

106. Publication RDI No. 55, Dec. 1930, p. 27, comments by Kommerzienrat Krawinkel. 

107. See note 105. 

108. Czichon, Hitler, p. 19. The conclusion that Hitler's appeal made him "presentable, 

i.e. "capable of governing" cannot be shared, of course. 

109. Cf. chapter IX, p. 117. 

110. Publication RDI No. 55, Dec. 1930, pp. 27-28. 

111. RS RDI No. I/VI of Dec. 31, 1930 (DID). 

112. See Reichert's letters of Dec. 4, 1930 to Schlenker; Dec. 4 to Poensgen and Springorum; 
Dec. 6 to Poensgen, Springorum and Schlenker, R 13 1/602. 

113. So also Reichert in the letter of Dec. 4 to Poensgen and Springorum, ibid. 

114. In this context, see also Kastl's dispute with August Heinrichsbauer, publisher of the 
Rheinisch-westfalischer Wirtschaftsdienst. Heinrichsbauer was closely connected to heavy 
industry, especially mining, and in 1930 he tied the first strings to the National Socialists. For 
the person and work of Heinrichsbauer, see Chapter IX, p. 117 ff. The starting point of the 
controversy in Dec./Jan. 1930/31 was an article by Heinrichsbauer entitled "Y oung-Revision? 
- Versailles Revision!" in: Wirtschaftspolitischer Pressedienst (WPD), Nationalsozialistische 
Wirtschaftskorrespondenz, ed. by Dr. 0. Wagener, No. 13, 24 Dec. 1930. Kastl glossed over 
Heinrichsbauer's comments there with the remark: "H. can become managing director of the 
heavy plate association immediately!" Heinrichsbauer countered Kastl's criticism by saying 
that instead of Stresemann's step-by-step revision policy, a "risk" now had to be taken in order 
to force a total revision of the Treaty of Versailles at the given moment. Materials in: NI. Kastl 
No. 9, Jan. 3 and 13, 1931, Kastl to Heinrichsbauer, Jan. 5, 1931, Heinrichsbauer to Kastl. 

115. Dec. 4, 1930, Reichert to Schlenker, R 13 1/602. No further details are known about the 
aforementioned meeting between Hitler and various Ruhr industrialists, probably in Nov. 
1930. As can be seen from the wider context, it apparently took place on Kirdorf's property, 
the "Streithof". See also Stegmann, Verhältnis, p. 417, note 80. 

116. Dec. 4, 1930, Reichert to Schlenker, R 13 1/602. 

117. Minutes of the Ruhr loading meeting not received. Notes on the agenda in: HA/ GHH No. 
40010124/14, P. 3 "Reichsverband der Deutschen Industrie". A letter from Herles to Duisberg 
dated 9 Feb. 1931, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection, provides information on the course 
of the meeting: "In the West, everything is as it was' insofar as the Ruhrlade, with the 
exception of Mr. Th[yssen], expressed itself unanimously at the last meeting that not only does 
it not want to do anything against the Reichsverband as such[?], but that it recognizes the 
necessity of maintaining this top organization of German industry under all circumstances. So 
everything is all right again." 

118. Feb. 9, 1931, Herle to Duisberg, ibid. Cf. also Jan. 28, 1931, Reusch to Blank, HA/ GHH 
No. 4001012024/8 a: -We have here the binding declaration that the Bergbau-Verein will not 
resign." 

119. The reports of Privy Councillor Kastl's alleged resignation from the RDI "in view of the 
differences with certain circles in Western industry, which 
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one hardly believes to be able to eliminate in the long run." According to a memo from Blank, 
State Secretary Schäffer from the Reich Ministry of Finance had offered Kastl the position of 
a member of the board of the Reichskreditanstalt. March 10 and 27, 1931, Blank to Reusch, 
HA/ GHH No. 4001012024/8 a. 

120. March 2, 1931, Duisberg to Brandi; March 3, Thyssen to Duisberg; March 4, Brandi to 
Duisberg, etc., Bayer Archive 62/10/8. For further correspondence in preparation for the 
Bochum meeting of May 5, see NI. Silv. no. 234, Krupp Archive IV E 915, HA/GHH no. 
400101220/10 b. 

121. It was not until March 1933 that it was possible to push through the "revierement" 
demanded in 1930/31. At the presidential meeting on March 23, 1933, Thyssen recalled the 
Bochum meeting and demanded Kastl's resignation as the management had not complied with 
the "restraint" promised at the time. Prot. Kastl of March 27, 1933, Krupp Archive IV E 885. 
See Chapter XIII, p. 181 ff. 

122. May 5, 1931, Reusch to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 176. 

123. See correspondence May 5 - June 11, 1931, in: ibid., especially May 5, Reusch to Krupp 
and June 11, Duisberg to Krupp. See also the materials in: Bayer Archive 62/10/2. 

124. For the DIHT 1930/31, see e.g. board meeting of Jan. 20, 1931, summary minutes 
HA/GHH No. 40010123/33 a. 

125. Chief Executive Max Schlenker repeatedly ensured that the Langnam Association did not 
slide into overly radical waters. Cf. e.g. Preparation of the general meeting of Nov. 4, 1930, 
Chapter V, p. 83. 

126. A meeting of the "National Opposition" planned for April/May 1931 was made impossible 
by growing tensions between the DNVP and NSDAP. April 22, 1931, Blank to Reusch, 
HA/GHH No. 4001012024/8 a. 

127. The "Narrower Presidium" of the RDI, namely Kastl and Silverberg as well as 
representatives of the Berlin banks, in particular J. Goldschmidt, adhered to the idea of a grand 
coalition even after the first phase of the emergency ordinance policy: Silverberg on Dec. 4, 
1930 before the Club of Berlin, NI. Silv. no. 26; Feb. 18, 1931, Kastl to Stegerwald, R 43 1/ 
2039; Jan. 17, 1931, v. Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 400101293/4 b. 


128. Paul Reusch's efforts, in collaboration with pioneers of the 'Conservative Revolution’ such 
as Edgar Jung and Friedrich Glum, to form a "movement" based on the BER's program, which 
would have to create "bases" in the country in order to promote the formation of a "national 
right" from there, are also characteristic of this. Correspondence Reusch-Jung in: HA/GHH 
No. 400101293/11, in particular Jan. 5, 1931, Reusch to Jung. Material on the Glum action 
group in: Krupp Archive IV E 152, 776. 

129. After all, the weekly magazine "Der Ring", which was close to Luther, made a targeted 
attack on the "Briining system" in April/May 1931 in parallel with the increased reserve of 
heavy industry. The Reich Chancellor was so alarmed that he approached Silverberg about the 
matter. May 21, 1931, Meynen to Silverberg, NI. In June 1931, the editor of the "Ring", H. v. 
Gleichen, made one last attempt to persuade Luther to finally break with Briining and step out 
of the reserve. Luther was probably still supported by Reusch, but the front was already 
shifting with Springorum. June 15, 1931, Gleichen to Luther, NI. Luther no. 336. 

130. Reusch, for example, did not agree with Edgar Jung's assessment that National Socialism 
was a phenomenon "absolutely to be welcomed in its psychological attitude and political 
dynamics". Even if it was not an "undesirable" phenomenon outside of politics, the NSDAP's 
work within politics was "highly unpleasant". Vögler, who was on the right wing of Ruhr 
industry, also saw no alternative in the NSDAP in the spring of 1931. Cf. April 27, 1931, 
Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/8 b. For the development of the relationship 
between big industry and National Socialism in 1931/32, see Chapter IX. 
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See above Chapter V, p. 87 ff. 

On the occasion of a reception of representatives of the VSI by the Reich Chancellor on March 
6, 1931, Wittke explained that, particularly in view of the association's rally of 

March 23 in Chemnitz was urgently necessary "to bring immediate help to the Saxon 
emergency area." Brüning, for his part, declared his willingness to maintain "the closest 
contact" with Saxon industry because he believed that this was the most suitable way to 
eliminate the difficulties that currently existed. Reich Chancellery memorandum, R 43 1/ 
2311, p. 122 ff. 


. For the DIHT, see the board meeting of Jan. 20, 1931, summary minutes, HA/GHH No. 


40010123/33 a; for the RDI, among other things, the main committee meeting of Feb. 20, 
1931, Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b (Bücher's and Duisberg's comments); then also the RDI's 
submission of May 4, 1931 to the Reich Chancellor, R 43 1/1138, p. 216 ff. In Kastl's 
accompanying letter, however, increased pressure on the RDI is already clear: "I am ... obliged 
to point out that despite the favorable assessment that the Reichsverband 

... to the steps taken so far by the Reich government .... trust in the Reich government can only 
be maintained in the long term if the steps taken so far are followed by the rapid and 
comprehensive implementation of the further necessary measures." 


. Minutes of the meeting are, as usual, not available. Dated according to materials in: HA/ GHH 


No. 40010124/14. April 20, 1931, Springorum to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/ 36 a. 
April 22, 1931, Reusch to Springorum, ibid. 

April 25, 1931, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/8 a. Krupp and Vögler had 
already expressed reservations and "considered it necessary, also for reasons of loyalty, to first 
determine privately what the Reich Chancellor now intended to do." April 20, 1931, 
Springorum to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/36 a. 

Cf. W. Ruge, Die "Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung" und die Brüning-Regierung. On the role of 
the monopoly bourgeoisie in the preparation of fascism, in: ZfG, vol. 16, 1968, pp. 19-53. 
May 12, 1931, Kastl-Pünder conversation, Reich Chancellery memorandum, R 43 1/2381, p. 
341 £ In the conversation of May 12, Kastl assured Pünder in response to Pünder's remarks 
"that all the relevant leaders of German industry did not want to plunge the Reich Chancellor 
into political adventures under any circumstances", but was certainly only speaking for the top 
leadership of the Reich Association. 

May 14, 1931, Silverberg to Springorum, NI. Silverberg urges Springorum to comply with 
Briining's request for a meeting on May 20, i.e. before the preliminary discussion of the 
Langnam Association meeting on May 21. 

May 13, 1931, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/8 b. According to Blank's report, 
which was based on information from Quadt, Briining was "extremely concerned about the 
planned meeting of the Langnam Association, which obviously ... had the purpose of toppling 
the cabinet and especially himself, i.e. the Reich Chancellor, through sharp attacks against the 
policies of the Reich government." Quadt then expressed the opinion that it would be 
"extraordinarily good and beneficial" if an "authoritative gentleman of Western industry" were 
to visit the Chancellor. This obviously meant Springorum, to whom Blank also sent a copy of 
the letter. 

May 15, 1931, Springorum to Blank, ibid.; cf. in this context May 16, 1931, Reusch to 
Springorum, HA/GHH No. 400101290/36 a. 

May 15, 1931, Springorum to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 416. 
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Three-page memorandum by Blank/Sogemeier dated May 20, 1931, following two 
conversations with Springorum before and after his meeting with the Reich Chancellor, 
HA/GHH No. 4001012024/8 b. 
Draft of May 21, 1931, NI. Silv. no. 416, sheet 273 E 
May 27, 1931, Springorum to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 416, BI 275/275 R. 
Draft of May 26, 1931, ibid., BI 276. Identical to the resolution of June 3, 1931 in: 
Mitt. Langnam-Verein, issue 1, 1931, pp. 49-51. 
Cf. also Vögler's communication to Springorum, in: Letter from Springorum to Silverberg dated 
27.5. 1931, NI. Silv. 416: "We all agree that the wish to cancel the so-called reparations is 
unrealizable". Vögler then developed his own payment plan, which provided for a ten-year 
transfer pause. 
F. Z. No. 409 of June 4, 193 1. 
Minutes in: Mitt. Langnam-Verein, issue 1, 1931. 
HAS RDI of Nov. 27, 1930, see above Chapter V, p. 86. 
The Essen-based "Nationalzeitung" commented with clear reference to Thyssen's remarks: 
"For the first time in many, many years, yesterday's economic conference in Düsseldorf 
showed an approach to what National Socialism has been striving for from the first day of its 
foundation and what stands before it as an immovable goal. Quoted from an article in the 
"Vorwarts" of July 13, 1932: "NSDAP party of capital. Hitler is the hope of the reactionary 
agitators". 
Quoted from Horkenbach, 1931, p. 189/90. 
Mitt. Langnam-Verein, issue 1, 1931, p. 41. 
Horkenbach, 1931, pp. 194-98. An intensification of the Langnam Association's opposition to 
the emergency decree is emphasized in a letter from Paul Reusch to Biicher, 
June 2, 1931, HA/GHH No. 400101290/5 a. 
Cf. Horkenbach, 1931, p. 189/90 "Der Kampf um die Ausgestaltung der Notverordnung-. For 
the RDI, see RS RDI No. 1160/P of June 3, 1931 "Preliminary statement on the new 
emergency ordinance of the Reich government", reprinted also in: G. M. RDI No. 12 of June 
4, 1931, Ifd. No. 245: As the RDI stated in the announcement, which was also given to the 
press, "the content of the forthcoming emergency ordinance that has become known so far has 
caused great disappointment and grave concern in all circles of industry. The intention to 
create a new direct burden on income by means of a crisis tax is seen as an extremely 
disastrous decision, which must have the effect of withdrawing further funds from capital 
formation to the detriment of all creative estates. . ." 
Briining, Memoirs, p. 194, p. 278 ff. Important in this context is Seldete's statement that the 
protest telegram from the "National Opposition" to London had been "pre-arranged" with 
Briining and had "worked well" there. August 3, 1931, v. Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 
400101293/4 b. 
Cf. Briining, Memoirs, p. 278 ff. K. E. Born, Die deutsche Bankenkrise 1931. Finanzen und 
Politik, Munich 1967, p. 69/70, does not see this connection, but speaks of the "primacy of 
domestic policy", which determined the drafting of the emergency decree and also the 
supplementary declaration. Likewise H. Köhler, Arbeitsbeschaffung, Siedlung und Repa- 
rationen in der SchluBphase der Regierung Briining, in: VfZ, vol. 17, 1969, pp. 276-307, here 
p. 300/01. In contrast, W. Helbich, Die Reparationen in der Ara Briining. Zur Bedeutung des 
Young-Plans fiir die deutsche Politik 1930 bis 1932, Berlin 1962, p. 38/39. For a detailed 
account of reparations policy in the crisis of June 1931, see Hardach, Weltmarktorien- tierung, 
p. 124 ff. For the overall context, see in detail Chapter VIII, p. 111 f., where you will also find 
further literature. 
Reprinted in: Causes and Consequences, vol. VIII, p. 160/61. The concluding paragraph of 
the Reich government's declarations states: " We have strained everything in order to protect 
our defense. 
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obligations arising from the lost war. The mobilization of the last forces and reserves of all 
sections of the population gives the German government the right and makes it its duty to its 
own people to make a statement to the world: The limit of what we can impose on our people 
in terms of privations has been reached!" 
Brüning, Memoirs, p. 278 ff. Cf. also Helbich, p. 81 ff. 
Foreign currency withdrawals in June 1931 totaled RM 1174 million, of which RM 564 
million in the first 11 days of the month alone. Keese, p. 69. See also Hardach, 
Weltmarktorientierung, p. 128, in this study also a detailed description of the structural 
problem of foreign credits. 
See also Blank's report to Reusch of June 12, 1931, HA/GHH No. 400101024/8 a and 
"Wirtschaftspolitischer Informationsdienst" of June 13, 1931 (ed. W. Funk), ibid. 
Brüning, Memoirs, p. 287 ff. 
June 26, 1931, Silverberg to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 400101290/35a; June 26, 1931; Schlenker 
to Silverberg; June 29, 1931, Silverberg to Schlenker, NI. Silv. no. 416. Not entirely error-free 
reprint of the last two documents in Döhn, p. 422/23, doc. No. 1. Cf. also 
June 14, 1931, Kalle to Dingeldey, NI. Dingeldey no. 34 (ibid., p. 436, doc. no. 19). 
Horkenbach, 1931, p. 209. 
Poensgen at the general meeting of the VDEStI on June 17, 1931, Horkenbach, 1931, 
The same denial in the preface to the printed minutes of the conference of June 3, 1931, in: 
Mitt. Langnam-Verein, Heft 1, 1931, p. 2. 
June 12, 1931, Heinrichsbauer to Gleichen, NI. Luther no. 336. 
June 10 and 19, 1931, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/8 b. Around this time, Dr. 
0. Wagener was replaced by Walter Funk. See Chapter IX. 
June 12, 1931, Heinrichsbauer to Gleichen, NI. Luther No. 336 "I am firmly convinced that 
the whole present system of anonymous, democratic parliamentarism will in the course of time 
be replaced by a new system ... which will have considerable echoes of Italian fascism ... All 
that matters to me is to facilitate the path of this future new system and not to make it 
unnecessarily difficult for it." 
As also seen by Heinrichsbauer, cf. Heinrichsbauer to Gleichen, June 12, 1931, NI. Luther no. 
336. 
Precisely formulated by Westarp, the former party chairman of the DNVP, in a statement from 
Oct. 1931 "Why I voted for Brüning", hectographed in the "Volkskonservative Führerbriefe". 
See quote in Chapter VII, p. 108. 
Born, p. 7. 
Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/4 e and 62/10/5 b. Extract of Silverberg's remarks to the main 
committee of the RDI also in: NI. Silv. no. 30. 
Ibid, p. 19/20. 
Board of Management RDI June 19, 1931, Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/4 e, p. 28. 
Ibid, p. 42/43. 
Cf. Thyssen's futile objection to a press release by the RDI supporting the Brüning course, 
ibid. p. 58. In the Main Committee, only Blohm supported Thyssen's reparation policy 
demands. Sten. Prot., Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b, 
p. 87 ff. 
Reprinted in G.M. RDI No. 14 of June 26, 1931. 
Memorandum to the Reich Chancellery, R 43 1/2128, p. 187. 
Brief report in G.M. RDI No. 14 of June 26, 1931, No. 290 "Visit to the Reich Chancellor". 
The account in Brüning, Memoirs, p. 293, does not quite do justice to the facts. No statement 
was made by industry that Brüning, unlike Reichsbank President Luther, had the confidence of 
industry. 
Helbich, p. 81 ff. 
See above Ch. VI, p. 94f. 
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Already understood by Heinrichsbauer on June 12. June 12, 1931, Heinrichsbauer to Gleichen, 
NI. Luther no. 336. 

Letter from Kirdorf to Duisberg dated June 21 and July 5, 1931, Bayer Archive, Autograph 
Collection. 

June 24, 1931, The State Secretary in the Reich Chancellery, Pünder, to Duisberg, R 43 1/ 
1170; see also Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. Brüning sends his thanks for Duisberg's 
remarks at the 100th anniversary celebration of the Düsseldorf Chamber of Industry and 
Commerce. 

June 26, 1931, Duisberg to Kirdorf, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. 

"The coal mining industry rejects" by Dr. A. Pinkerneil, in: DAZ No. 268 of 16 June 1931. 
Reich Chancellery memorandum "Concerning the meeting with representatives of the coal 
mining industry on June 25, 1931 -, R 43 1/2178, pp. 188 ff. See also Brüning, Memoirs, p. 
286, p. 297. 

Wittke on June 26, 1931 before the VSI, R 43 1/1204, p. 98. 

Verhandl. DIHT, issue 7, 1931, p. 67 ff. 

June 2, 1931, Reusch to Bücher, HA/GHH No. 400101290/5 a. See also Reusch's remarks at 
the meeting of the Langnam Association on June 3, 1931, in: Mitt. LangnamVerein, Heft 1, 
1931, p. 9 ff. 

June 22, 1931 before the DIHT Board of Directors, hectographed minutes, p. 5, HA/GHH No. 
40010123/33 a. 

June 23, 1931 before the main committee of the DIHT, in: Verhandl. DIHT, Heft 7, 1931, p. 
62. See also correspondence between Silverberg and Reusch dated June 26 and 29, 1931, 
regarding the revision of the Langnam Association's position of June 3, in: NI. Silv. no. 274, 
pp. 106 ff. 

Born, p. 89/90; cf. also Horkenbach, 1931, p. 237. Born's account, which only emphasizes the 
initiative of Reichsbank President Luther, is not entirely accurate in this respect. 

H. Pünder, Politics in the Reich Chancellery. Notes from the years 1929-1932, ed. by Th. 
Vogelsang, Stuttgart 1961, p. 154/55. 

Cf. Köln. Tagebl. no. 316 of June 25, 1931 with a review of the Langnam Association 
conference of June 3, 1931 "Streit im schwerindustriellen Lager". 

Original in R 43 1/1139, p. 305 ff. The initiative for writing the petition came from Paul 
Reusch; the Ruhrlade discussed the letter at its meeting on July 27, 1931 at Silverberg's 
Hoverhof. Cf. among others Aug. 19, 1931, Fickler to Reusch, HA/GHH Nr, 400101290/12. 

It is symptomatic that E. Poensgen and F. Thyssen, among others, did not sign from the 
Ruhrlade and that Fr. Flick did not sign from the industrialists otherwise addressed. Aug. 6, 
1931, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/9. 

R 43 1/1139, Bi. 318/19. 

In the diction of the petition "forced management of working hours and wages", "welfare 
state", "wage policy maze" etc., ibid., p. 305 ff. 

Aug. 9, 1931, Reusch to Biicher, HA/GHH No. 400101290/5 a: "As long as the Reich 
Chancellor does not separate himself from the Social Democrats, the paths that are necessary 
for the recovery of the economy will not be taken. That is my firm conviction!" 


VII. Turning point fall 1931: The turning away from Briining 


R 43 1/1139, p. 305ff. See above Ch. VI, p. 97f. 


2. Sept. 6, 1931, Reusch to Kastl, HA/GHH No. 400101220/11 b. 


. Sept. 11, 1931, Kastl to Reusch, ibid. Cf. also the Reich Chancellor's invitation to the 


ceremony on the occasion of Duisberg's farewell as President of the RDI on Sept. 25; Sept. 5, 
Kastl) to Briining, R 43 1/1206, pp. 249/50. 


. Sept. 14, 1931, RS RDI No. 1772/P, regarding the Frankfurt Trade Union Congress of 
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Aug. 31 to Sept. 4, 1931; Oct. 1, 1931, Kastl/Herle to Preuß. Min.Präs. Braun, copy in 
HA/GHH No. 100101220/11 b; Oct. 2, 1931, Kastl to Brüning, ibid.; Oct. 16, 1931, Kastl to 
Brüning, R 43 1/1204, p. 185 ff. On the anti-trade union strategy in Sept./Oct. 1931, see also 
correspondence Reusch-Schlenker in: HA/GHH No. 400101221/ 11 b and Reusch-Kastl/Herle 
in: HA/GHH No. 400101220/11 b. 


Correspondence Reusch-Kastl in: HA/GHH No. 400101220/11 b. 
Meeting in the Reich Chancellery on Sept. 22, 1931, file note, R 43 1/2178, p. 366 ff. 
Discussion in the Reich Chancellery on Sept. 24, 1931, Cabinet meetings on Sept. 25 and 
Sept. 30, 1931, R 43 1/2178, p. 355 ff., 369 f, 395 ff. 
Protest telegram from the VSI dated Oct. 2, 1931, R 43 1/2178, p. 384. 
Oct. 4, 1931, Reusch memo for Blank, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/9. 

. Sept. 21, 1931, Schlenker to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101221/11 b. 

. Discussion of western industry (Poensgen, Klotzbach, Springorum) with Brüning on Sept. 18, 


1931 about public contracts for the iron industry, preliminary report Blank to Reusch, Sept. 
18, 1931, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/9. 


Sept. 17, 1931, Kastl to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101220/11 b; see also Sept. 16, 1931, 
Reusch to Blank, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/9: "I am of the opinion that the memorandum 
must be published as soon as possible. I no longer expect anything from a discussion with the 
Reich Chancellor." For the "Memorandum" referred to here, see Chapter VII, 

S. 102. 


Kastl's "ultimatum" of Sept. 15, 1931; see Sept. 15, 1931, Blank to Reusch, HA/ GHH No. 
4001012024/9. 

Duisberg, Frowein, Kraemer, Kastl and Herle took part on behalf of the RDI, while the 
government was represented by the Reich Chancellor, State Secretaries Pünder, Schäffer and 
Trendelenburg, as well as Ministers Dir. Weigert and Fessler. Report on the meeting inspired 
by Kastl and Herle in a memo from Blank to Reusch, Sept. 18, 1931, ibid.; 19-page "strictly 
confidential" record in Bayer Archive 62/10/8. 


Ibid, p. 2 of the recording. 
Ibid, p. 15/16. 


Cf. also Sept. 18 and Sept. 22, 1931, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/9; Sept. 20, 
1931, Reusch to Kastl, HA/GHH No. 400101220/11 b. 


Bayer Archive 62/10/8, Recording, p. 17 ff. 
At Kastl's invitation of Sept. 5, 1931, R 43 1/1206, pp. 249-50. 


Brüning's speech of Sept. 25, 1931, reprinted in: Farewell ceremony for Carl Duisberg, 
published by RDI, Bayer Archive 62/10/2. 


Original in R 43 1/1140, pp. 145 ff. together with accompanying letter to the Reich 
Chancellor. Reprinted among others in: Horkenbach, 1931, pp. 318-20; RS RDI No. 1892/P of 
Sept. 29, 1931. Incorrectly dated reproduction in: Causes and Consequences, vol. VIII, p. 101 
ff. 


Klein, Preparation, p. 895. 


Following the meeting with the Reich Chancellor on Sept. 18, 1931, see Chapter VII above, 
p. 100f. 


Horkenbach, 1931, p. 318--20. 

3rd Emergency Ordinance to Safeguard the Economy and Finances, published on Oct. 6, 1931. 
. Cf. Brüning, Memoirs, p. 419, where there is a different assessment of the entry. 

. Texts of the declarations in the appendix to RS RDI No. 1974/P of Oct. 7, 1931 (DII). 

. Brüning, Memoirs, p. 417. 


. Kastl's message to Brüning: Brüning, Memoirs, p. 425. On tensions in the board of the RDI, 
triggered by the the NSDAP closeto Rud. Blohm (Hamburg), 
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refers to the correspondence between Herle and Blohm dated Oct. I and 6, 1931, in: HA/GHH 
No. 400101220/11 b. 

Confidential memo from Otto Steinbrinck (member of the board of Mitteldt. Stahlwerke AG) 
for Friedrich Flick dated Oct. 5, 1932, reprinted in: D. Eichholtz and W. Schumann (eds.), 
Anatomie des Krieges. Neue Dokumente über die Rolle des deutschen Monopolkapitals bei 
der Vorbereitung und Durchführung des zweiten Weltkrieges, Berlin 1969, p. 89/90. 

Ibid. 

For details and documentation of Cuno's advance of Oct. 5, see Klein, Vorbereitung, pp. 897- 
901. 

Ibid. 

See correspondence Brandi-Bernhard of Oct. 19 and 23 and Brandi-Schlenker of Oct. 20, 
1931, ibid., p. 900 f. 

Listed by name by Cuno: Heavy industry: Vögler, Reusch, Thyssen, Krupp, Klöckner; 
chemicals/electronics/textiles: Bosch, Siemens, Frowein; banks: Solmssen, v. Mendels- sohn; 
trade: Petersen, Grünfeld; agriculture: v. Wilmowsky, v. Oppen. 

Cf. Oct. 19, 1931, Brandi to Bernhard, quoted in Klein, Vorbereitung, p. 900: It is clear from 
the letter that Brandi was only roughly informed about Cuno's action and that there was 
apparently no prior consultation. 

See Chapter VII, p. 106. 

See the materials in: HA/GHH No. 400101290/36 and 39, correspondence Wilmowsky- 
Roedern in July/Aug. 1931. 

Klein, Vorbereitung, p. 899/900, also points this out: "The deliberate political ambition and 
striving for power of a leading capitalist speaks from every line of Cuno's proposals. . ." 
Submission from Brandenstein to Briining dated Oct. 4, 1931, preceded by a personal 
conversation on Sept. 29, 1931, N 42/52, pp. 92-96; see also Briining, Memoirs, p. 423. 

In the cabinet meeting of Oct. 7, 1931, Briining names the "all-German association" and 
"certain economic circles" as the main driving forces, R 43 1/1453, p. 75. 

See also Brüning, Memoirs, p. 417 ff. 

See also Bracher, Auflösung, p. 370; Conze, Entscheidungen, p. 232; Vogelsang, Reichswehr, 
p. 129 ff. Misjudgement in W. Braatz, Die agrarisch-industrielle Front in der Weimarer 
Republik 1930-32, in: Schmollers Jb., vol. 91, 1971, pp. 541-65, here p. 550, and D. Peztzina, 
Germany and the Great Depression, in: Journal of Contemporary History, no. 4, 1%9, 

pp. 59-74, here p. 65 f 

See above Ch. V, Note 49. Important in this context is a note by Blank about a conversation 
with Treviranus on 1 Oct. 1931, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/9. "I [Blank] asked Mr. 
Treviranus why the Chancellor was now again - in our opinion without necessity - taking the 
Reichstag on his neck and submitting to its vote. Mr. Treviranus replied that he also wondered 
in vain why the Chancellor was making such difficulties for himself. He could only explain it 
by the fact that the American side in particular, through the ... Mr. Hoover had told Mr. 
Brüning that Mr. Hoover was trying to keep up the appearance of parliamentary government. 
Mr. Hoover had telegraphed to Mr. Briining that he would regard a smooth completion of the 
forthcoming Reichstag negotiations as a good omen for the course of the congressional 
negotiations (in which, as is well known, the Hoover anniversary year still has to be voted on) 
... With regard to the much-vaunted dependence of the Chancellor on the Social Democrats, 
Mr. Treviranus emphasized that such a dependence did not actually exist. The situation of the 
Social Democrats was very weak due to their internal disputes, and they were, so to speak, 
eating out of the hand. . 

. It was much more difficult for the Chancellor to de al with certain currents in the trade 
union wing of the center, which was extremely rebellious and thus 
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had threatened that if social achievements were abandoned now, he would unhesitatingly ally 
himself with the Communists 

See March 18, 1947, Gessler to Rud. Pechel, in: O. Gessler, Reichswehrpolitik in der 
Weimarer Zeit, edited by K. Zendtner, Stuttgart 1958, p. 509 f "My view that the 
constitutional crisis can no longer be solved by parliamentary means, but surgically, that is, by 
a decent dictatorship, . . can be solved." 

Brüning, Memoirs, p. 426 ff. 

June 15, 1931, Gleichen to Luther, NI. Luther No. 336 According to information from Gleichen 
F. Klein (DAZ) advocated a government reshuffle and Silverberg taking over the Reich 
Finance Ministry. See also press releases of June 20, 1931 " Silverberg Minister of 
Economics?", NI. Silv. no. 702. 

See also DFB No. 46 and 47 of June 16 and 19, 1931. The Führerbriefe, co-edited by 
Silverberg's private secretary Otto Meynen, mention an internal agreement between the DVP 
and Brüning to fill the position of RFM. Interestingly, contrary to usual practice, the 
Führerbriefe, which welcomed this development, refrained from discussing the personnel 
policy aspects of a possible cabinet reshuffle. 

Brüning, Memoirs, p. 370. 

According to the report on the negotiations of Oct. 8 and 9, 1931, Oct. 12, 1931, Silverberg to 
Krupp, NI. Silv. no. 234, pp. 23 ff. now printed with erroneous source reference in Hentschel, 
pp. 163-65. Different account in detail in Brüning, Memoiren, pp. 425 ff. Well-informed 
report "Cancellations and only one commitment", in: K. Z. No. 550 of Oct. 9, 1931. Cf. also 
DFB No. 79 of Oct. 9, 1931. 

Internal debriefing between Silverberg, Vögler, Schmitz, Dorpmüller and Kastl, NI. Silv. no. 
234, pp. 24/25. 

According to a statement by Fritz Klein (DAZ), Brüning said in a telephone conversation on 
Oct. 8, 1931: "Vögler as minister is impossible. The United Steelworks are in the most serious 
crisis, and if perhaps in a short time the necessity arises for the Reich to intervene, there will 
be a terrible outcry in public." - Vögler later commented: The Chancellor was an "infamous 
liar", he himself had refused because he was "too far to the right" and would encounter 
"deadly opposition" from the trade unions. Klein memo of Oct. 9, 1931, in: Ruge, "DAZ", p. 
42, note 110. On Schmitz, see Briining, Memoirs, p. 425 f. 

Oct. 12, 1931, Silverberg to Krupp, NI. Silv. no. 234. 

Kastl's communication to Briining, Oct. 7, 1931, in: Briining, Memoirs, p. 425. The opposition 
on the RDI board was led by Rud Blohm, Hamburg, who also attended the Harzburg 
conference. Cf. Oct. 6, 1931, Herle to Blohm, HA/GHH No. 400101220/11 b. 

According to Bracher, Auflösung, p. 362, and Czichon, Hitler, p. 23. 

Oct. 12, 1931, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/9. 

Oct. 13, 1931, Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 b. 

Heinrichsbauer, Schwerindustrie, p. 41. In an interview in Bonn on July 21, 1975, 
Heinrichsbauer emphasized to the author that he, Heinrichsbauer, had taken the initiative for 
the formation of the "Harzburg Front" in letters to Strasser, Hugenberg and Seldte. 

See, for example, Oct. 11, 1931, Reusch to Betz (MNN): Whether the viewpoint of your 
Berlin editors to support the Briining government under all circumstances is correct, I would 
like to strongly doubt for myself. I also believed in the man until recently. However, after he 
failed to take advantage of the great credit he had among the German people at the right time 
and, through his procrastination, caused the economy to suffer more and more. 
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more towards the abyss, I regret for my part that I no longer have any sympathy for him, even 
though he is undoubtedly a man of honest intentions and great intelligence. However, since he 
does not have the courage to put his insight into practice and part company with Social 
Democracy, it would be better if he soon handed over the reins of government to someone else 
who, like Brüning, does not have these ties to Social Democracy . . ." Reprinted in K. Koszyk, 
Paul Reusch und die "Miinchner Neueste Nachrichten", in: VfZ, Vol. 20, 1972, pp. 75-103, 
here pp. 86/87. See also, Deutsche Presse 1914-1945, Geschichte der deutschen Presse, Part 
IH, Berlin 1972, pp. 195 ff. 

Stegmann, Verhältnis, pp. 420/21, is misleading here, saying that the industrialists mentioned 
"joined the ... Harzburg Front" and, as Turner, Großunternehmertum, pp. 56-58, rightly notes, 
creates the false impression that these entrepreneurs had personally participated in the 
conference of the "National Opposition". 

For the industry's response to Schacht's speech, see: Oct. 16, 1931, Kastl to Silverberg, NI. 
Silv. no. 235 and Oct. 23, 1931, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH no. 400101290/33 a. While 
Reusch showed "no real understanding for the storm that was unleashed in Berlin following 
this speech", Kastl expressed himself sarcastically: "The program that a national government 
will have to carry out is based on a few very basic ideas. It is the program of Frederick the 
Great after the Seven Years' War: to stand firmly on the domestic economy and extract 
whatever can be extracted from the domestic soil; and, moreover, to be modest, save and work 
for a generation." 

Oct. 20, 1931, Schacht to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. 

Oct. 13, 1931, v. Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 400101293/4 b. 

Gilsa reports on derisive shouts in this regard during the Harzburg event: "Your industrial 
friends seem to be extremely afraid of Briining and that they will no longer receive any orders 
from him." Oct. 13, 1931, Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 b. 

Oct. 5, 1931, Blank to Springorum (carbon copy to Reusch), HA/GHH No. 4001012024/9. 
Treviranus, who had already had a detailed discussion with Blank on October 1 to find out the 
mood within the industry, contacted him again on October 5 and wanted to find out more 
details about the preparations for the Harzburg conference. 

Sept. 18, 1931, meeting of the RDI leadership with Briining, recording, BayerArchiv 62/10/8, 
see above Ch. VII, p. 101; Brüning's threats in the Reichstag on Oct. 13, 1931 caused concern 
among Blank (Oct. 14, 1931 to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/9) and also the DFB No. 
80 of Oct. 13, 1931: " . . . wicked derailment that he threatened the attacks of the Right with 
revelations about the background or connections of the banking crisis." Cf. Briining's 
descriptions of the "abyss of corruption and recklessness in the economy", in: Brüning, 
Memoirs, pp. 442-450. 

Cf. DFB No. 79 of Oct. 9, 1931 "Active passivity”. 

Reichert (VDEStlI), for example, supported Briining's policy in October 1931 in line with 
Westarp's appeal "Why I voted for Briining"; see notes 70 and 71. 

Cf. here also the reports by Blank and v. Gilsas of Oct. 12 and 13, 1931, HA/GHH No. 
4001012024/9 and 400101293/4 b. Blank, who welcomed the concept of the" National 
Opposition" as a steel helper, conceded certain problems: "That in the person of Mr. Hitler... 
certain moments of uncertainty cannot, unfortunately, be denied. One must hope that his 
associates will succeed in keeping him firmly in line for the future." 

Oct. 19, 1931, Reichert to Flick, reprinted in Czichon, Hitler, p. 60/61. Reichert describes 
Funk's lecture "National Socialism and the Economy" of Oct. 16 before the Herrenclub in 
Berlin as a "disappointment". Funk did not seem to have "a sufficient idea of financial issues, 
reparations policy, etc.". Moreover, it should be borne in mind "that a 
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complete cessation of external payments for tribute purposes and other economic credits, as 
Mr. Funk had indicated, without prior agreements with foreign countries, must lead to a 
disruption of our exports. . ." Cf. also Oct. 24 and Nov. 1, 1931, correspondence Springorum- 
Funk. There also criticism or at least scepticism of the economy towards the program of the 
NSDAP. See Turner, Fascism, p. 141, note 79. 

"Volkskonservative Führerbriefe" No. 11, 20. 10. 1931. In it: Count von Westarp "Why I 
voted for Brüning". (Lines in italics are underlined in the original) Reichert (VDEStI), 
obviously agreeing with Westarp's tactical line, sent a letter on 

Oct. 22, 1931, a complete deduction to Krupp. Oct. 22, 1931, Reichert to Krupp, Krupp 
Archive IV E 962, excerpted in: Zur Entstehung und zur Geschichte der faschistischen 
Diktatur, Wiss. Zs. der Humboldt-Universität, Gesellschaftsund sprachwissenschaftliche 
Reihe, vol. 12, 1973, issue 1/2, pp. 34/35. 

See, among others, the English note of April 25, 1932, Briining's declaration of May 8, 1932 
"We can wait no longer", and the Reichstag speech of May 11, 1932 "The last 100 meters 
before the goal"; Horkenbach, 1932, p. 131, 141 £, p. 146 f 

The foreign and reparation policy calculations in connection with Briining's dismissal have 
been neglected and overlooked, particularly in works that examine the influence of industry on 
political decisions in the final phase of the Weimar Republic. Cf. E.g. Stegmann, Verhältnis, p. 
421/22; Hörster-Philipps, Großkapital, p. 102/03. The role of industry in the inauguration of 
the Papen cabinet therefore remains blurred and unfocused here. More correct weighting, 
however, in Klein, Vorbereitung, p. 901/02; see also Mommsen, Auflösung, p. 13. 

The detailed circumstances of the dismissal are vividly described in Brüning, Memoirs, pp. 
590-603. Meissner's and Schleicher's attempts to "establish" the "historical truth" in 
connection with the resignation of the Brüning cabinet in internal files and to divert attention 
from their own responsibility are interesting: see, among other things Correspondence between 
Meissner and Schleicher dated June 4 and June 9, 1932, regarding "Minutes on the 
development of the crisis and the resignation of the Briining cabinet", in: N 42/91; see also 
undated draft of the defense department v. Bredow dated June 1932, in: N 97/1, as well as 
correspondence between Schleicher and Briining dated June 18 and July 1, 1932, in: N 42/22. 
Lausanne Conference of June 16-July 10, 1932. International treaty agreement on the end of 
reparations with effect from July 1, 1932. 

See, among other things, Papen's radio speeches from Lausanne on all Reich radio stations on 
June 18 and July 10, 1932. Horkenbach, 1932, p. 202, p. 232. 

See Chapter III, p. 58. 

Cf. Conze, Entscheidungen, p. 237 f.; pointedly G. Mann, Deutsche Geschichte 1919-1945, 
Frankfurt 1964, p. 120. 

See Chapter VII, p. 100f. 

Blank-Reusch correspondence of April 15 and 17, 1932, in: HA/GHH No. 40010120-24/10; 
see Chapter IX, p. 120ff. 

Materials and discussion documents from the negotiations of May 13, 1932: Reich 
Chancellery memorandum (5 pages) dated May 13, 1932, R 43 1/2045; May 14, 1932, Kastl 
to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 178; RS RDI No. 1084/P dated May 20, 1932, NI. RDI and the 
ADGB Executive Committee had previously agreed to "make separate representations to the 
Reich Chancellor and urge consideration of the Reich Economic Council's job creation 
program." The meeting on May 4, 1932 was attended by Kraemer for the RDI and Leipart, 
Graßmann and Eggert for the ADGB. See ADGB Executive Committee meetings of April 28, 
1932 and May 4, 1932, Minutes, DGB Archive, Executive Committee Minutes, NB 4, pp. 64 
and 72. 


May 14, 1932, Kastl to Krupp (1036/P), Krupp Archive IV E 178; on the relationship 


247 


Neebe, Large-scale industry - Notes on Chapter VIII. Brüning's deflationary policy 


Reichsregierung - RDI see also the RDI's submission of May 10, 1932, Krupp Archive IV E 
213 and the Reich Chancellery's draft reply of May 19, 1932, R 43 1/1141. 


. Memo from the Reich Chancellery dated May 13, 1932, R 43 1/2045. 
. May 18, 1932, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/10. 
. For Bücher's position in the spring of 1932, see also his remarks to the AEG General Meeting 


on March 22, 1932 and the letter to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/5 a. 


. Brüning, Memoirs, p. 590/91. 
. May 12, 1932, Schlenker to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101221/11 b; see also May 20, 1932, 


Wilmowsky to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/39. 


. May 10, 1932, BIV to State Secretary Piinder, Reich Chancellery, R 43 1/1204. 
. June 3, 1932, June 18, 1932, Krupp to Herle, Krupp Archive IV E 178; July 1, 1932, v. Bülow 


to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV C 203. 


. See Chapter VIII, Brüning's deflationary policy. 


VII. Brüning's deflationary policy 


. In the controversy over the objectives of Briining's economic and financial policy, there was 


until recently a tendency to increasingly recognize and more critically assess the long disputed 
or unseen fixation on the reparations issue. For the old view of a restrictive economic policy 
aimed primarily at overcoming the immediate crisis, see, among others: Bracher, Auflösung, 
p. 385/86; Kroll, p. 361 ff.; Born, p. 69/70; Köhler, Arbeitsbeschaffung, p. 276 ff., p. 300/01; 
somewhat weakened Petzina, Wirtschaft, p. 102/03. W. Jochmann, Brünings Deflationspolitik 
und der Untergang der Weimarer Republik, in: D. Stegmann u. a. (eds.), Industrielle 
Gesellschaft und politisches System. Contributions to political social history. Festschrift fiir 
Fritz Fischer zum siebzigsten Geburtstag, Bonn 1978, pp. 97-112, attempts to derive the rigid 
adherence to the deflation policy primarily from Briining's personality structure. - In contrast, 
Helbig and F. Hermens, Das Kabinett Briining und die Depression, emphasize the primacy of 
foreign and reparations policy, in: ders. u. Th. Schieder (eds.), Staat, Wirtschaft und Politik in 
der Weimarer Republik. Festschrift für Heinrich Brüning, Berlin 1967, pp. 287-310. More 
critical H. Sanmann, Daten und Alternativen der deutschen Wirtschafts- und Finanzpolitik in 
der Ara Briining, in: Hamburger Jb. f. Wirtschafts- und Gesellschaftspolitik, vol. 10, 1965, pp. 
109-40. Clearly negative G. Ziemer, Inflation und Deflation zerstören die Demokratie. Lehren 
aus dem Schicksal der Weimarer Republik, Stuttgart-Degerloch 1971. See also Mommsen, 
Brünings Politik, p. 22 ff; Hardach, Weltmarktorientierung, p. 124 ff. Systematically on 
Brüning's monetary policy now J. Schiemann, Die deutsche Währung in der 
Weltwirtschaftskrise 1929-1933. Währungspolitik und Abwertungskontroverse unter den 
Bedingungen der Reparationen, Bern 1980, especially pp. 136/37 - The recently published 
account by Borchardt, Zwangslagen, on the other hand, aims at a "revision" of the previous 
research results and emphasizes the "truly fateful entanglements" (p. 108) in which the 
Brüning government had no room for manoeuvre. On Borchardt's thesis that alternative 
concepts were neither represented by relevant economic interest groups nor were such 
considerations even feasible, again critical Schulz, Reparations, p. 202. 


. Brüning, Memoirs, p. 193/94. Cf. also the remarks by Brüning and Kastl on Nov. 27, 1930 


before the HAS of the RDI, in: Veröff. RDI No. 55, Dec. 1930. 


Sten. Prot., NI. Silv. no. 32, pp. 2-19. The account in Bracher, Auflösung, p. 349, which 
interprets the conference in the context of a front formation against Briining, is inaccurate. 
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Harsh criticism of the Reichsbank leadership also in Silverberg's letter to Stolper dated July 
19, 1931, NI. Silv. no. 707. 

R 43 1/1451, pp. 18-31, in particular pp. 22 ff. Silverberg published this plan a little later in 
Volkswirt No. 48 of Aug. 28, 1931, pp. 1615-17 under the title "Consolidation of public 
finances". See also the report in the Berliner Börsen-Courier No. 400 of Aug. 28, 1931 
"Conversion of public debt. A plan by Silverberg". 

Ministerial meeting of Aug. 3, 1931, R 43/1451, p. 29/30. 

Ibid, p. 30. 

Ibid, pp. 30-31. 

Meeting of the Committee of Experts ("Committee of Nine") in the Reich Chancellery on 
Aug. 22, 1931, NI. Luther no. 365, p. 165. 

R 43 1/2178, p. 188 ff. 

Brüning, Memoirs, p. 221; H. Brüning, Briefe und Gespräche 1934-1945, ed. by Cl. Nix, 
Stuttgart 1974, pp. 33/34: conversation with Montagu Norman, Governor of the Bank of 
England, in September 1934. 

Joint petition by the RDI, DIHT, the Central Association of German Banks and Bankers and 
the Main Association of German Retailers to the Reich Chancellor dated July 25, 1931, Bayer 
Archive 62/10/7 a. 

Aug. 6, 1931, St. S. in the Reich Chancellery Pünder to RDI, R 43 1/2372, Rk. 7948, p. 47 ff. 
It is characteristic of the government's attitude that it does not identify itself with the argument 
of "inflationary" dangers in an expansion of the credit volume, but rather only assumes that the 
"general public" holds this view. Here too, "inflation" remains merely a pretextual argument 
intended to conceal the Reich Chancellor's reparation policy objectives. 

Aug. 14, 1931, Kastl to Piinder, Tgb. No. 1564/P, R 43 1/2372, p. 627 f 

Sept. 2, 1931, Reich Chancellery to RDI (Kastl), Rk. 8704, R 43 1/2372, Bl. 631. 

Cf. inter alia May 5, 1932, Schacht to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. 

See also Grotkopp, p. 24 ff., note 2. Grotkopp speaks of a "demagogic agitation" against all 
representatives of an active economic policy. 

F.Z. No. 757/59 of Oct. 11, 1931 "The Conspiracy". 

Reprinted in: G. M. RDI No. 23 of Oct. 21, 1931, No. 501 "Abwehr der Pressehetze gegen die 
Industrie". See in the same context: K.Z. No. 558 of Oct. 13, 1931 "Gegen das 
Inflationsgerede. A resolute statement by the Langnam Association"; Wirtschaftspolitischer 
Betriebsdienst des Langnam-Vereins No. 4 of Oct. 16, 1931. 

Silverberg-Briining conversation of June 29, 1931, Brüning, Memoirs, p. 300; Dingeldey's 
submission to Briining of July 15, 1931, R 43 1/2372, p. 509 ff; Solmssen's advance of July 
15, 1931 in the Reich Chancellery, Born, p. 110/11. 

See correspondence Reusch-Schacht Oct. 7, Oct. 20 and Oct. 23, 1931, in: HA/ GHH No. 
400101290/33 a. Reusch initially tried to mediate between Schacht and Luther, but later 
abandoned this idea and turned his full attention to Schacht. See also correspondence between 
Wilmowsky and Reusch dated Dec. 17/18, 1931, in: HA/GHH no. 400101290/39. 

See the materials in: R 43 1/1165-66, R 43 1/1308, R 43 1/1453, NI. See also Berliner 
Börsenzeitung No. 481 of Oct. 15, 1931 and Brüning, Memoirs, p. 458. 

Ibid. p. 457; cf. also ministerial discussions of Oct. 27 and 28, 1931, R 43 1/1165, BI. 

155 f, p. 176 ff. 

For the prehistory of the Economic Advisory Council, see above Ch. VII, p. 104ff. For details 
and documentation, see Klein, Vorbereitung, pp. 897-901. Cf. also Stegmann, Kapitalismus, 
Doc. No. IV. 
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R 43 1/ 1166, p. 120 ff., p. 77 ff. Silverberg had already introduced his ideas into the 
deliberations at the meeting on Oct. 29, 1931, R 43 1/1165, p. 220 R ff. 

R 43 1/1166, p. 75 ff. 

Sten. Prot., NI. Silv. no. 35, pp. 67-71; see also NI. Luther no. 367, p. 68; R 43 1/ 1170, BI. 
148. 

Memo from the Reich Chancellery dated Dec. 4, 1931, R 43 1/1170, p. 163. The files contain 
a draft of the DIHT press release that Hamm had sent on Dec. 3. All the passages in which 
Silverberg speaks of a necessary expansion of the credit volume are bracketed in red pencil or 
crossed out. R 43 1/1170, p. 155/56. 

Dec. 5, 1931, Silverberg to Hamm, NI. Silv. no. 35, pp. 30-31. 

Description of these events in a submission by Warmbold to the FAZ No. 242 of Oct. 17, 
1968, reproduced in Ziemer, p. 144/45. See also NI. Luther No. 367, daily report of 

December 7, 1931, pp. 96-98. 

NI. Luther no. 367, p. 98. 

Briining, Memoirs, p. 503 f 

Ibid, p. 479. 

April 28, 1932, Warmbold to Hindenburg, R 43 1/1309, p. 5. 

Respondek memo of Feb. 29, 1932, NI. Luther no. 151. 

Material on the controversy surrounding the Wagemann Plan, in: NI. Luther nos. 151, 339, 
341, 367, 368; R 43 1/2438; HA/GHH no. 4001012024/10. 

Grotkopp, p. 179 ff. 

Discussions in the Reich Chancellery on Jan. 28 and 29, 1932, R 43 1/2438, pp. 54 ff. Brüning 
also argued that it would "not be possible" to "carry out the social reforms if the workers 
believed that an improvement in the situation would be achieved through the artificial creation 
of loans amounting to RM 2 billion." Reparations policy argumentation in the rejection of the 
Wagemann Plan also in Briining, Memoirs, p. 503/04. 

R 43 1/2438, p. 54 ff. 

Luther in the meeting in the Reich Chancellery on Jan. 28, 1932, R 43 1/2438, p. 55. 

Press note of 28 Jan. 1932 for W.T.B., ibid., pp. 59-60. Köhler, Arbeitsbeschaffung p. 296/97, 
overlooks the discrepancy between the Cabinet discussion and the press note of 28 Jan. 1932. 
Kohler sees the reparations policy argument, which can always be found in the files, as an 
attempt to "rationalize the fear of inflation", without going into the fact that the Reich 
Chancellor understood the deflation policy as a temporary stage, as has been proven several 
times. 

Jan. 27, 1932, Gleichen to Luther, NI. Luther no. 339; Berliner Börsen-Courier no. 77 of 

15.2. 1933. 

Silverberg on March 3, 1932 before the Berlin Club, in: Mariaux, Silverberg, p. 205. 

See above all the statements made on March 3, 1932 before the Berlin Club (ibid.) and on 
April 22, 1932 before the Board of the RDI, Sten. Prot., NI. Silv. no. 37. 

April 22, 1932 before the board of the RDI, ibid., pp. 4 ff. 

See also Grotkopp, p. 34 ff., note 2. 

See, in particular, the initiative of Economics Minister Warmbold on April 7, 1932, against a 
speech by Reich Finance Minister Dietrich on April 6, 1932, in which he declared the 
government's willingness to "make a cautious attempt to revive the economy". It is striking 
that Silverberg intervened in the same context (via his private secretary Meynen)! R 43 
1/1141, p. 40 ff. For more details, see Chap. XII, p. 158. 

See statements to the board of the RDI on April 22, 1932, NI. Silv. no. 37, and intervention 
against Dietrich's economic revival plans of April 7, 1932, R 43 1/ 1141, 

P. 40 ff. 
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Examples include the rejection of the RDI initiative of July 25, 1931, R 43 1/2372, and the 
position on the Wagemann Plan, R 43 1/2438. 

Even Privy Councillor Kastl of the RDI, who had considerable reservations about Schacht, 
informed Brüning at the end of 1931 "that the time had now come for the removal of L." and 
demanded Schacht's appointment. Dec. 26, 1931, Kastl to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 235. See 
also Chap. IX, p. 122ff. 

DFB No. 14 of Feb. 19, 1932. 


Borchardt, Zwangslagen, p. 97, cf. chapter VIII, note 1. 


IX. Large-scale industry and the NSDAP in the Brüning era 


. Reprinted in Turner, Fascism, p. 40 ff. On the relationship between large-scale industry and 


National Socialism before 1930, see above all Stegmann, Verhältnis; also G. Schulz, Aufstieg 
des Nationalsozialismus. Krise und Revolution in Deutschland, Frankfurt 1975. For a more 
detailed account of the NSDAP's view of the economy before it seized power, see A. Barkai, 
Das Wirtschaftssystem des Nationalsozialismus. Der historische und ideologische Hintergrund 
1933-1936, Cologne 1977. On the relationship between the Reich government and the 
NSDAP during the Brüning era, see also: Staat und NSDAP 1930-1932. Quellen zur Ära 
Brüning. Edited by 

G. Schulz, edited by I. Maurer and U. Wengst, Düsseldorf 1977. 

Essentially consistent interpretations in Turner, Faschismus, p. 31 ff., p. 68 ff.; Stegmann, 
Verhältnis, p. 412 ff. and Kühnl, Faschismus, p. 87. 

In Nov. 1929, for example, Blank (GHH) sent Reusch several copies of Feder's 1920 program 
and two other brochures containing more recent statements by the NSDAP. Blank expressly 
emphasized that the programme written by Feder was "considered outdated today", who was 
also "no longer regarded as the party's only theoretician". Nov. 23, 1929, Blank to Reusch, 
HA/GHH No. 4001012024/6. 


. H. Reupke, Das Wirtschaftssystem des Faschismus, Berlin 1930. On Reupke's concept, cf. 


H. P. Hoepke, The German Right and Italian Fascism. Ein Beitrag zum Selbstverständnis und 
zur Politik von Gruppen und Verbänden der deutschen Rechten, Düsseldorf 1968, p. 181 ff. 
On the resonance of the paper in industry, see, among others: July 1 and 2, 1930, Blank to 
Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/7; also the elaboration by Scherer (GHH- Dept. W.) dated 
July 12, 1930, HA/GHH No. 400127/2: Scherer comes to the conclusion that fascism in Italy 
should be understood as an attempt to secure the private economy for "several centuries to 
come" with the careful use of corporate and planned economy ideas and that it therefore also 
had "the highest significance" for the German economy. 

Problematization of Heinrichsbauer's role in Turner, Großunternehmertum, pp. 47-50. While 
Stegmann, Verhältnis, p. 416/17, p. 431, note 167, p. 432/33, anni. 173, sees Heinrichsbauer as 
the spokesman for the Ruhr mining industry in the decisive phase of autumn 1932, Turner 
emphasizes the "opaque" role of the head of the RWD. Winkler, Entrepreneur, 

p. 314, probably correctly describes Heinrichsbauer as a "leading publicist" of heavy industry. 
- In his capacity as a mediator between heavy industry and national socialism, Heinrichsbauer 
played a fairly independent role. The financing mode of the RWD also demonstrates this 
relatively independent position. Various companies in the coal and iron industry raised an 
average of 40,000 RM per year in a pay-as-you-go system, which was administered by a trust 
commission consisting of one representative each from GHH, Krupp, Hoesch, VESTAG and 
the coal syndicate. Materials in: HA/ GHH No. 400106/58. 


. Heinrichsbauer, Sogemeier and Blank had already tried to win Herle from the management of 


the RDI for an "Industrial Cultural Office" in the fall of 1929. Blank-Reusch correspondence 
of Nov. 15 and 17, 1929, in: HA/GHH no. 4001012024/6. In RS RDI no. 
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633 III of June 16, 1930, NI. Silv. no. 268, Herle took up this idea again, but still encountered 
reservations within the Reichsverband. Cf. July 19, 1930, Reusch to GF RDI, HA/GHH No. 
400101220/9 a; June 21, 1930, Silverberg to Herle, NI. Silv. no. 268. 


. Reported in RS RDI No. 1529 VI of Oct. 2, 1930, NI. Silv. no. 234. Cf. also Aug. 11, 1930, 


Herle to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 254. 

RS RDI No. W.A./25 of Nov. 25, 1930 to the Senate and Presidium. Enclosed is 
Heinrichsbauer's "Disposition der Arbeiten betreffs Stellungnahme der Unternehmerwirtschaft 
in der öffentlichen Meinung" (Disposition of the work concerning the position of the 
entrepreneurial economy in public opinion). In the author's opinion, the relationship between 
the economy and the state should be subjected to an overall review, whereby Heinrichsbauer 
was not averse to certain "planned economy goals" within the framework of "organized 
economic freedom". Reusch expressed skepticism and restraint and adhered to the liberal 
model of extensive separation of state and economy. Dec. 23, 1930, Reusch to Herle (together 
with an elaboration by Scherer from the W. Dept.), HA/GHH No. 4W101220/10 a. 
Twelve-page report dated Dec. 9, 1930, HA/GHH No. 400101293/11. The account is not 
identified by name, but is undoubtedly by Heinrichsbauer, as can be seen from the handwritten 
corrections. Reusch forwarded the note to Luther on Dec. 9, 1930, HA/GHH No. 
400101290/29. On the connections between Heinrichsbauer and the NSDAP in 1930-33, cf. 
ders., Schwerindustrie, p. 39 ff. 

On Otto Wagener, see now H. A. Turner (ed.), Hitler aus nächster Nähe. Aufzeichnungen 
eines Vertrauten 1929-1932, Frankfurt 1978. 

Heinrichsbauer report, pp. 1-3, see note 9 above. 

The change in the NSDAP's economic conception from 1929 to 1933 is difficult to recognize 
in the juxtaposition and coexistence of the various programmes alone. Itis more important to 
look at the personnel policy component of this process, which is clearly expressed in the cold 
calling of Feders by Wagener at the beginning of 1931 and the ousting of Wagener by Funk in 
1932/33. See: Dec. 9, 1930, Heinrichsbauer report, HA/GHH No. 400101293/11; March 31, 
1931, Büchner information report to Reusch, June 10, June 19, 1931, Blank to Reusch, ibid. 
On the activities of the "Economic Policy Department" of the NSDAP under Wagener in 
1931-32, see A. Barkai, Die Wirtschaftsauffassung der NSDAP, in: APZ, Beilage 9, 1975, p. 
3 ff.; also, Economic System, p. 31 ff. 

See note 9 above. 

June 12, 1931, Heinrichsbauer to Gleichen, NI. Luther No. 336, but Kirdorf was already i n 
favor of governing with the NSDAP at this time. Correspondence Kirdorf-Duisberg, June 21- 
July 5, 1931, in: Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. 

Meeting in Hanover on August 29-31, 1931, hosted by Holthöfer from the Bergbau-Verein, 
also attended by Herle (RDI; Blank (GHH); Sogemeier (Zweckverband 
Wirtschaftsvertretungen); Heinrichsbauer (RWD); Reusch jr.; Winkhaus jr. Dr. Sauermann 
and Dr. Jost as well as Dr. Bauer as Paul Silverberg's private secretary. 11-page note by Bauer 
dated September 7, 1931, NI. Silv. no. 181, pp. 54-64. 

See also Chap. V, p. 86 ff.; Chap. VII, p. 107 f., Chap. VII, p. 116. 

Excerpted from H. Domarus, Hitler. Reden und Proklamationen 1932-1945, vol. 1, Wiesbaden 
1973, pp. 68-90, where, as elsewhere, it is incorrectly dated Jan. 27, 1932. 

See also DFB No. 10 of February 5, 1932 "Hitler in Düsseldorf". 

0. Dietrich, Mit Hitler in die Macht, Munich 1934, p. 49. Cf. Bracher, Auflösung, p. 389/90, 
on Hitler's speech: "Its significance for Hitler's future path is difficult to specify in detail, but it 
can certainly hardly be overestimated." Stegmann, Kapitalismus, p. 44/45, agrees with Turner 
that the Diisseldorf speech was of lesser importance. 


20 Jan. 20, 1932, K. Haniel to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 789: "The rush ... to the 
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Hitler lecture actually exceeds my wildest expectations and unfortunately the largest hall in 
the Parkhotel cannot be made any bigger than it is." 

See correspondence between Haniel and Krupp dated Jan. 12, 15, 19, 20 and 23, 1932, in: 
ibid. See also correspondence between Krupp and Herle dated Jan. 21 and 24, 1932, in: Krupp 
Archive IV E 177. 

Report in the Düsseldorf local newspaper of Jan. 30, 1932, NI. Silv. No. 703. Grauert's 
statement [GF of the North-West Employers' Association] of July 23, 1946, Record Group 
238, Pre-Trial Interrogations, that Silverberg had attended the Industrial Club event, is 
apparently incorrect. 

DFB No. 10 of Feb. 5, 1932: "It was remarkable that the salute, Mr. Hitler, with which 
Thyssen closed, was not echoed in the meeting." In this context, see also Heinrichsbauer, 
Schwerindustrie, p. 47, as well as a typed compilation of "Press reports on Adolf Hitler's 
speech to the Industry Club in Düsseldorf on January 26, 1932", R 7/2001. For Silverberg's 
position in February 1932, see also DFB No. 16 of February 26, 1932, "Changes in Social 
Democracy". 

E. Poensgen, Hitler and the Ruhr Industrialists. Ein Rückblick, 1945, p. 5, DII, Library B 
67/2138. 

See above all correspondence between Reusch and Kastl from Sept./Oct. 1931, in: HA/GHH 
No. 400101220/Ilb. Cf. above Ch. VII, p. 99f. 

Feb. 8, 1932, Reusch office to Sahm, HA/GHH no. 400101293/12. 

Feb. 28 and March 26, 1932, Reusch to Duisberg, HA/GHH No. 400101290/10. 

Ruhr loading meetings of March 7 and April 4, 1932 (for dating, see also HA/GHH No. 
400101124/14). For the decisions against Hindenburg there, see March 2, 1932, Vögler to 
Duisberg, March 29, 1932, Krupp to Duisberg, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. 

Election appeal in Kölner Tageblatt No. 100 of 27 Feb. 1932, co-signed by Silverberg, Mayor 
Dr. Adenauer, Privy Councillor Brecht (RAG), Louis Hagen (President of the Cologne 
Chamber of Industry and Commerce), banker Pferdmenges and others. 

March 29, 1932, Krupp to Duisberg, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection; see also April 7, 
1932, Wilmowsky to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/39. Krupp had provided RM 10,000 
in the first round of voting and signed an appeal for Hindenburg's re-election. Krupp Archive 
IV E 1195 and February 29, 1932, Krupp to Duisberg, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. 
This information is now confirmed by the donation lists for the 1st and 2nd ballots published 
by Tammen, p. 178 and p. 181. 

Stegmann, Kapitalismus, p. 45, dates the conversation to April 19, 1932. The statement that 
this was the "third" conversation between Reusch and Hitler also does not correspond to the 
records. Elsewhere (Verhältnis, p. 424) Stegmann, who dates the conversation correctly here, 
speaks of a "second" meeting. Koszyk, Reusch, p. 79,reports a "first" meeting on February 
23, 1932. As Hentschel, p. 122, note 15, now knows, the different accounts are based on oral 
reports from the GHH archivist, Bodo Herzog, and Reusch employee Dr. Martin Blank. - With 
regard to the political assessment, it should be noted that Stegmann attaches curiously little 
importance to the aforementioned conversation and also does not report on the election 
campaign agreement between Reusch and Hitler. 

Reusch based this on a list of questions and answers excerpted in the "National Socialist 
Parliamentary Service" of February 1932 and in "Ring" No. 9 of February 26, 1932, p. 139/40. 
Among other things, Hitler expressly spoke out against wage cuts and in favor of retaining the 
collective bargaining system and trade unions as well as employee co-determination in 
government and business. Cf. March 20, 1932, Reusch to Wilmowsky, HA/GHH No. 
400101290/39. 
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March 20, 1932, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. Also printed in 
Stegmann, Ratio, p. 451/52. 

March 20, 1932, Reusch to Kötter, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/15 a. 

See Feb. 25, March 5, 1932, Reusch to Dörge, HA/GHH no. 4001012007/13; March 20, 1932, 
Reusch to Kötter, HA/GHH no. 4001012007/15 a; March 24, 1932, Cossmann to Reusch, 
HA/GHH no. 4001012007/6; April 8, 1932, Betz to Reusch, ibid. See also Koszyk, Reusch, 
pp. 79/80, and A. Betz, Die Tragödie der "Münchner Neueste Nachrichten" 1932/33, in: 
Journalismus, vol. 2, Düsseldorf 1961, pp. 30 ff. Betz provides interesting information on 
Reusch's attitude towards the NSDAP from the perspective of someone directly involved in 
these events. In the details and also in the assessment, however, inaccuracies and 
misjudgments cannot be overlooked. 

R 43 1/586, correspondence between Reusch and the Bavarian Hindenburg Committee dated 
March 23 and 24, 1932; see also April 15, 1932, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 
4001012024/10. 

April 6, 1932, acknowledgement of receipt from Büro Reusch to Hess, HA/GHH No. 
400101293/ 12. 

April 8, 1932, Betz to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/6, reply to Reusch's inquiry of April 
7, 1932. 

March 31, 1932, Reusch to Silverberg and others, HA/GHH No. 40010124/14. 

April 15, 1932, Blank to Reusch, April 17, 1932, Reusch to Blank, HA/GHH No. 
4001012024/10. 

April 17, 1932, Reusch to Blank, ibid. See also Reusch-Cossmann (Knorr & Hirth) 
conversation of June 10, 1932: confirmation and adherence to the agreement with the NSDAP, 
June 16, 1932, Reusch to Cossmann, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/6. 

March 22, 1932, Springorum to Wilmowsky, HA/GHH No. 400101290/36 b. 

See correspondence Wilmowsky-Reusch March 18, 1932 ff., in: HA/GHH 400101290/ 39; 
correspondence Springorum-Reusch March 22/23, 1932, in: HA/GHH No. 400101290/36 b. 
April 7, 1932, Wilmowsky to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/39. 

On the controversy between Stegmann and Turner in this regard, see Chap. IX, p. 125. 

See above Chapter IX, p. 117 ff. 

Cf. above Chapter III, p. 53f. 

In particular, Schacht had disavowed the German negotiating delegation [Kastl(!) and 
Melchior] by publishing his memorandum of December 6, 1929. They then sent their own 
statement to the Reich government in which they criticized Schacht's behaviour in the 
strongest terms. Cf: Die Entstehung des Young-Plans, p. 348 ff.; see also J. Curtius, Der 
Young-Plan. Entstellung und Wahrheit, Stuttgart 1950, p. 78 ff; H. Schacht, 76 Jahre meines 
Lebens, Bad Wörishofen 1953, p. 322/23. 

For Kastl, see Dec. 26, 1931, Kastl to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 235. 

Brüning, Memoirs, p. 300. 

Schacht, End. On the prehistory and intention of the book, see also ders, 76 Jahre, p. 342 ff. 
ibid., pp. 350-52. In addition to Hitler, Schacht and Göring, Goebbels and Fritz Thyssen were 
also present at the meeting to which Göring had invited. 

Correspondence Reusch-Schacht dated Oct. 7, 20 and 23, 1931, in: HA/GHH No. 
400101290/33 a; and Wilmowsky-Reusch dated Dec. 17 and 18, 1931, in: HA/GHH No. 
400101290/39. 

29 Feb. 1932, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012014/10; 1 March 1932, Adametz to 
Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101293/17. Adametz from the BER described a preparatory 
conversation with Schulz, Strasser's adjutant and incidentally also a close confidant of August 
Heinrichsbauer, as "very positive". Schulz had "certainly agreed 
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about our plans and expressed the wish... to remain in close contact with me..." 

Feb. 13 and 21, 1932, Reusch to Luther, HA/GHH no. 400101290/30 b; Feb. 21, 1932, Reusch 
to Springorum, HA/GHH no. 400101290/36 a, and in particular March 4, 1932, Luther's daily 
report on a conversation with Springorum, NI. Luther no. 368, p. 147. 

March 18, 1932, Schacht to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a, also reprinted in 
Stegmann, Verhältnis, p. 450/51. 

March 20, 1932, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a, March 22, 1932, 
Springorum to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/36. 

March 20, 1932, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. See quotation in Chapter 
IX, p. 120 f. 

Turner, Großunternehmertum, p. 53. 

June 6, 1932, Schacht to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. 

For detailed documentation, see Turner, Großunternehmertum, pp. 50-56. Schacht's final 
decision in favor of the "Keppler Circle" was made in a conversation with the banker von 
Schroeder on June 4, 1932, after Schacht had previously insisted on the independence of his 
"workplace" from Keppler. Cf. E. Helfferich, 1932-46. facts. A contribution to finding the 
truth, Jever 1969, p. 8 ff. On the "Keppler circle", see also note 77. 

Helfferich, p. 8 ff. 

According to Schacht, the "Arbeitsstelle" had a total of nine members. Of these, however, only 
the Ruhr industrialists listed above can be verified as actual subscribers, while there is no 
corresponding evidence for Rosterg, von Schroeder and v. Stauss, who are still mentioned. Cf. 
June 6, 1932, Schacht to Reusch, June 9 and 25, 1932, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 
400101290/33 a. 


Carl Krämer belonged to the group of "reformers" around Dalberg, Dräger, Grävell and 
Grotkopp and emerged in this context in 1932 as the translator of J. M. Keynes' programmatic 
work "Vom Gelde". Cf. Grotkopp, p. 39/41, p. 207, p. 235. On C. Kramer's activities, see also 
A. Sohn-Rethel, Ein Kommentar nach 38 Jahren, in: Kursbuch, No. 21, September 1970, pp. 
23-35, here p. 26. 

See Kramer's essays in the Hamburger Wirtschaftsdienst of Sept. 25 and 

October 16, 1931. 

Elaboration of July 18, 1932 "Experience with the Devalvation in England", 14-page reprint, 
Krupp Archive IV E 1124 and HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. In an accompanying letter, 
Schacht expressly confirms that this study was the first result of the work. 

July 26, 1932, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. Since Schacht and Krämer 
did not respond, Reusch finally had the desired additions to the memorandum of July 18 
prepared by the GHH's economic department itself and sent the results to Schacht on Oct. 2, 
1932. HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. 

Immediate Economic Programme of the NSDAP, drawn up by the Main Department IV 
(Economics) of the Reich Organizational Leadership of the NSDAP, Kampfschrift 16, Munich 
1932. 

July 27, 1932, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. 

Stegmann's account, Verhältnis, p. 429, that the "Arbeitsstelle" was "the first" to deliver a 
counterstatement to the Sofortprogramm and that Hitler "banned the official dissemination of 
this brochure in the fall of 1932 due to the harsh criticism of Schacht and his backers" lacks 
any basis. See also Turner, Großunternehmertum, p. 55. 

"Introduction of trade monopolies" (15 pages) dated Dec. 20, 1932, Krupp Archive IV E 1124 
and HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. 
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Jan. 2, 1933, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a, Jan. 6, 1933, Kastl to Krupp, 
Krupp Archive IV E 185, Jan. 10, 1933, Krupp to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 400101290/ 27, Jan. 
26, 1933, Kastl to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101220/14 a. 


Schacht canceled the originally planned meeting on July 4, 1932 at short notice. Incidentally, 
only the most important members of the Ruhrlade were scheduled to attend, not v. Schroeder, 
v. Stauss and Rosterg, who were not involved. A new date was not set, as there was no longer 
any particular interest from either side. Cf. correspondence Reusch-Schacht 1932/33, in: 
HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. 

See Krupp-Herle correspondence of Dec. 26 and 28, 1932, in: Krupp Archive IV E 202, and 
Dec. 27, 1932, Hahn (MWT) to Wilmowsky, Krupp Archive IV E 1124. 

Stegmann, Capitalism, pp. 46-48. 

Stegmann derives this thesis from the isolated consideration of the Schacht-Reusch letter of 
June 6, 1932 (HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a), without keeping in mind the actual activities of 
the office and the "Keppler Circle" in 1932/33. 

Even Helfferich, p. 14 ff., cannot avoid conceding the ineffectiveness of the economic policy 
efforts of the "Keppler circle". As justification, Helfferich, who as a member of this circle is 
also keen to emphasize its importance, states that Keppler and Schacht "do not yet want to 
commit themselves to a specific programme", since according to Keppler "economic issues 
(practically) only become acute when we are in power". In this context, see also Aug. 29, 
1932, Schacht to Hitler, in: Causes and Consequences, vol. VIII, p. 620/21: ". . . If possible, do 
not bring a detailed economic program. There is no such thing on which 14 million could 
agree ... Moreover, economic measures vary according to time and circumstances." See also R. 
Vogelsang, Der Freundeskreis Himmler, Göttingen 1972, pp. 29-34. 


. See Chapter X, p. 132ff. 
. Sohn-Rethel, Kommentar, p. 23 ff., here p. 29 ff.; Sohn-Rethel, Ökonomie und Klassenstruktur 


des deutschen Faschismus. Aufzeichnungen und Analysen, ed. and ed. by J. Agnoli et al. J. 
Agnoli et al, Frankfurt 1973, p. 27 ff. 


. For the Führerbriefe, see Chap. XII, p. 154ff. 
. Cf. chapter XII, p. 159 ff. 


X. The government of "national concentration" 


. Inall government reshuffles from 1920-1933, at least four ministers remained in office. This 


also applies to the Hitler cabinet of January 30, 1933. 


Papen on June 11, 1932 in his program speech to the German Agricultural Council in Berlin, 
Horkenbach, 1932, p. 181. 


Ibid. 
See, for example, June 7, 1932, Reusch to Dörge, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/13. 
See above Chapter VII, p. 108. 


See chapter V, p. 87 ff. above: Threat of withdrawal of the mining association from the RDI 
1930/ 31. 


Presidential, Executive and Main Committee Meetings of the RDI of June 24 and 25, 1932, 
Krupp Archive IV E 184 (in: Documents for the above-mentioned Presidential Meeting of 
August 17, 1932)." Cf. also RS RDI No. 651/1 of June 25, 1932, Bayer Archive 62/10/5 b, and 
Horkenbach, 1932, p. 210. 

See above Ch. VIII, p. 115f. See also Horkenbach, 1932, p. 163: "Rumors about currency". 
Ibid, pp. 183-91. 

RS RDI No. 651/1 of June 25, 1932 (see note 7). 
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Materials on this in: HA/GHH No.400101220/12b and13b as well as Krupp Archive IV E 178, 
in particular July 23, 1932, Kastl to Krupp. 

RS RDI No. 407/VI/P "strictly confidential" of Aug. 18, 1932, HA/GHH No. 400101220/13 b 
Aug. 2, 1932, RDI (Kastl) to Papen, Tgb. No. 3815/IV, R 43 1/2045. 

Horkenbach, 1932, pp. 296-98. 

D. Petzina, Hauptprobleme der deutschen Wirtschaftspolitik 1932/33, in: VfZ, vol. 15, 1967, 
pp. 24/25. Cf. inter alia L. Graf Schwerin v. Krosigk, Staatsbankrott. Die Geschichte des 
Deutschen Reiches von 1920 bis 1945, written by the last Reich Finance Minister, Göttingen 
1974, p. 140 ff. 

Cf. E.g. RDI board meeting of April 22, 1932, Silverberg's remarks, NI. Silv. no. 37. 
Reception of representatives of the RDI with the Reich Chancellor on Aug. 25, 1932, 14-page 
record, R 43 1/1141, p. 234 ff. See also RS RDI No. 422/VI/P of Aug. 26, 1932, DII. 
Presidium and Board of the RDI on Sept. 22, 1932, RS RDI No. 1082 I of Sept. 23, 1932, NI. 
Silv. no. 265, see also RS RDI no. 2000/P of Sept. 16, 1932. 

Ibid. 

RS of the tax office of the RDI, No. 6256 S of Sept. 27, 1932, Annex, HA/GHH No. 
400101220/13 b. 

Cf. Petzina, Main problems, p. 22/23. 

Cf. e.g. the protest by the RDI, DIHT etc. against the Wagemann memorandum "What is 
money", R 43 1/2438, p. 277 ff. 

See, for example, "Leitsätze zur deutschen Wirtschaftspolitik", 10-page working paper of the 
RDI for the presidential meeting on Aug. 17, 1932, Krupp Archive IV E 184. Cf. also 
discussion on "Unternehmer und Staat" in the K. Z. in Oct./Nov. 1932, especially the article 
by J. Herles in: K. Z., Handelsbl. No. 608 of 6 Nov. 1932: "Free organized bureaucratic 
competition". Herle concludes in this essay: "Free organized competition or organized 
economic freedom is a path to recovery." 

Fundamental here: Petzina, Main problems. 

Papen's program speech to the German Agricultural Council (!) in Berlin on June 11, 1932, 
Horkenbach, 1932, p. 181. Speaking alongside Papen was the Reich Minister of Food, Frhr. 
Braun. 

Declaration of the RDI of June 23/24, 1932, quoted from Horkenbach, 1932, p. 210. 

See, inter alia, Silverberg on April 20, 1932 in the Presidential Advisory Council of the RDI 
for General Economic Policy, Sten. Prot., NI. Silv. no. 249, cf. note 29 ff. 

Presidential meeting of June 23, 1932, Krupp Archive IV E 184. 

See, among others, June 29, 1932, Kastl to Krupp, ibid. 

See in particular file note on meeting of Sept. 27, 1932 between Min. Dir. Posse (RWM) and 
Dr. Spitta and v. Brackel (RDI), Krupp Archive IV E 180, Activity Report 20/32. The 8-page 
note is marked "Secret". 

RDI submission of Sept. 7, 1932, No. 6693/11, R 43 1/1176, p. 118 ff. RDI telegram dated 
Sept. 22 and Krupp submission of Oct. 19, 1932, R 43 1/1176, p. 187 f. 

July 12, 1932, v. Brackel to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 184. 

Czichon, Hitler, p. 138. 

Reich Chancellery memorandum of Sept. 20, 1932, R 43 1/1176, pp. 206-07. Participants in 
the meeting from the industrial side: Hamm, Vogler, Keinath, Petersen, Solmssen, Kraemer, 
Kastl and Bernstein. 


Discussions in the "Esplanade Circle", mediation attempts by v. Wilmowsky (MWT), 
Silverberg's Osthilfe plan, etc. Materials in particular in: HA/GHH no. 400101290/39 and 40, 
NI. Silv. no. 363-67. 
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See below Ch. XI, p. 150f. 

Petzina, Main Problems, p. 33. 

Memorandum dated Sept. 27, 1932 on meeting between Min. Dir. Posses with Spitta and v. 
Brackel (RDI), Krupp Archive IV E 180. 

See above Ch. VII, p. 99 et seq. and Ch. IX, p. 120 et seq. 

June 7, 1932, Reusch to Dörge, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/13. 

Aug. 4, 1932, Reusch to Dörge, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/13. See also Reusch's guidelines 
for the "Münchner Neueste Nachrichten" (MNN), Section I B Domestic Policy, Point 6: "The 
democratic-parliamentary system of Weimar is the ultimate root of many evils. It must 
therefore also be rejected as unsuitable for Germany. The MNN therefore strive for: 

a) a substantial strengthening of the position of the Reich President; b) a strengthening of the 
Reich government in the sense that the overthrow of the government by the Reichstag is made 
considerably more difficult." Quoted from Koszyk, Reusch, p. 92. 

See above Chapter IX, p. 121 f. 

See note 41. 

See, for example, Aug. 8, 1932, Reusch to Kötter, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/15 b; Aug. 8, 
1932, Reusch to Gessler, HA/GHH No. 400101290/15 a. 

See also J. Goebbels, Vom Kaiserhof zur Reichskanzlei. Eine historische Darstellung in 
Tagebuchblättern, Berlin 1934, p. 144 ff. 

Aug. 18, 1932, Springorum to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 417; see also Aug. 14, 1932, Reusch to 
Kötter, HA/GHH no. 4001012007/15 b: "The negotiations between Hindenburg and Hitler 
have failed. It is important to me that the conduct of the National Socialists in the negotiations 
with the Reich President and the Reich Chancellor be criticized accordingly." 

Typical, for example, is Gilsa's report on a meeting to which the chairman of the 
Gauwirtschaftsrat Essen, Dir. Hoffmann, had invited. Gilsa summed up his criticism as 
follows: "Either Mr. Hoffmann did not want to talk about the great and decisive contrast 
between the proprietary economy and the socialist economy, or he, like many others, has in 
mind an unclear mixture of these two mutually exclusive economic views. In my opinion, both 
represent a great danger for the few remnants of the proprietary economy that we still have in 
Germany. July 8, 1932, Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101293/4 b. 

See above Chapter IX, p. 118. Cf. W. Funk, Ein Leben für die Wirtschaft, Munich 1940, p. 80 
ff. 

Cf. Heinrichsbauer, Schwerindustrie, p. 42 f, p. 47/48. On Sept. 20, 1932, Heinrichsbauer 
wrote to Gregor Strasser in a 10-page letter and gave an "unvarnished picture of the mood" 
from the perspective of the Ruhr industry. On the occasion of a lecture by W. Funk in Essen 
on Sept. 19, 1932, in front of leading business representatives, "this time the spirits fairly 
exploded; the gentlemen present, who had always been particularly supportive of the NSDAP, 
were unanimously very sharply critical of the party's behavior; . . ." NS 20/122. 

June 27, 1932, Wilmowsky to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 400101290/39. Cf. also note 49. 
Immediate Economic Programme of the NSDAP, drawn up by the Main Department IV 
(Economics) of the Reich Organizational Leadership of the NSDAP, Combat Pamphlet No. 
16, Munich 1932. 

For the genesis of the program, see Barkai, Wirtschaftsauffassung, p. 14 ff. 

See the follow-up publication "Das Wirtschaftsprogramm des Nationalsozialismus" in DWZ 
No. 33-40 from Aug. 18-Oct. 6, 1932, published in December 1932: K. Rieker, Das 
Wirtschaftsprogramm des Nationalsozialismus, Berlin 1933. 
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Aug. 9, 1932, Ernst Mosich (Director of the Hansa-Bund) to State Secretary Planck, together 
with enclosure, R 43 1/1141, pp. 126 ff. 


July 19, 1932, conversation between v. Renteln and von Buxhoeveden (RDI, employee 
Herles), undated note by Buxhoeveden from the end of July 1932, HA/GHH no. 
400101220/13 a. 


Herles memorandum of 1 Aug. 1932 on "Discussion between Mr. von Renteln and Dr. Herle 
and Dr. von Buxhoeveden", ibid. 

Ibid. 

Sept. 8, 1932, Herle to Renteln, NI. Silv. no. 232 (together with accompanying letter). Printed by 
Stegmann, Ratio, p. 452 ff. 

Ibid, p. 430. 

Aug. 24, 1932, memorandum by Dr. Bauer for Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 232. ibid. Reupke's 
exposé "Leitsätze für eine Wirtschaftserklärung des nationalen Unternehmertums (Entwurf)" 
(22 pages). See also Chap. XII, p. 163. 


July 27, 1932, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. 

Cf. chapter IX, p. 122ff. 

Turner, Fascism, p. 143/44, see Chapter IX, p. 123ff. 

Aug. 29, 1932, Schacht to Hitler, in: Causes and Consequences, vol. VIII, p. 620f. 

Ibid. 

Sept. 12, 1932, Schacht to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. 

Sept. 29, 1932, Reusch to Schacht, ibid. 

Schacht informed Reusch on Sept. 12 (see note 66): "Hitler informed me that he had had the 
infamous issue 16 pulped. So it will no longer be distributed at all." 

Sept. 23, 1932, Herle to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101220/13 a. Stegmann's thesis, which 
assumes that the Schacht "workplace" was particularly important in this context, is not 
supported by the material. See also Chapter XII, p. 164f., on the events in the NSDAP. 
Correspondence between Reusch and Herle dated Sept. 22 and 23, 1932, in: HA/GHH No. 
400101220/ 13 a. 

The Economic Reconstruction Program of the NSDAP. A speech by Gregor Strasser on Oct. 
20, 1932, Berlin 1932, see Funk, p. 81 f. 

Statement by Dr. Scherer (GHH, Department W.) on the reconstruction program of 24 Oct. 
1932, HA/GHH No. 400127/3. Heinrichsbauer had sent the program on 17 Oct. together with 
an accompanying commentary asking for understanding of the tactical position of the NSDAP 
in official economic manifestos. 

For 1932 (spring) see above Chapter IX, p. 121 f. 

This is described in detail in Chapter XII. 

Sept. 5, 1932, Silverberg to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/35 a. 

See Silverberg-Reusch letter dated Sept. 5, 1932, ibid. 

Memo dated September 19, 1932 for meeting on September 21, 1932 in Berlin, Krupp Archive 
IVE 

202 The meeting actually took place on Oct. 3, 1932 in Essen/Villa Hiigel (see note 79). 
Jones, Collection, p. 295/96. 

Oct. 3, 1932, Krupp to Reusch, Krupp Archive IV E 1186; see also Sept. 27, 1932, Krupp to 
Glum (Freiherr vom Stein-Bund), Krupp Archive IV E 776. 

For this thesis, which is frequently put forward in the literature, especially in connection with 
the November petition to the Reich President, see Chapter X, p. 137. 

12-page record of participants and proceedings of the meeting on 19 Oct. 1932 by Dr. M. 
Blank, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/10. Reprinted in Stegmann, Verhältnis, pp. 468-75 (Doc. 
No. XV). 
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82. Cf. also Silverberg's approach to Hitler in this regard (via Alvensleben) of Aug. 31, 1932; see 
Chapter XII, p. 161 ff. 

83. Blank recording of Oct. 19, 1932, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/10, pp. 3/4 

84. Ibid, p. 8. 

85. See above Chapter III, p. 58. 

86. Papen on Oct. 12, 1932 before the Bavarian Industrialists' Association, in: Causes and 
Consequences, Vol. VIII, p. 657 ff. (Doc. No. 18%). Cf. also Horkenbach, 1932, p. 342/43. 

87. Ibid. 

88. See also Oct. 1, 1932, Papen to Schröder, NS 20/76. 

89. Völkischer Beobachter of Oct. 14, 1932, in: Causes and Consequences, Vol. VII, p. 659/60 
(Doc. No. 1897 b). "Open letter" from Hitler to Papen dated Oct. 16, 1932 and reply from the 
Reich Chancellor, in: Horkenbach, 1932, p. 343/44 (draft letter, NS 20/122, p. 11447 ff.). 

90. See, for example, the statement of the Essen Chamber of Industry and Commerce on Papen's 
speech of Oct. 16, 1932 before the special-purpose association of the Bochum, Dortmund, 
Essen and Münster chambers in Dortmund, in: DWZ No. 43 of Oct. 27, 1932. 

91. Recording Blank, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/10, p. 2. 

92. Cf. here also Krupp's refusal to attend a meeting with Hitler arranged by Thyssen for Oct. 21, 
1932 in his country house in Mülheim/Ruhr. Thyssen-Krupp correspondence dated Oct. 20, 
1932, in: Krupp Archive IV E 1129. 

93. See above Chapter IX, p. 119f. 

94. Sept. 30, 1932, Haniel to Papen, R 43 1/1204, p. 312 ff. 


95. Correspondence between Industrieclub-Papen/Reichskanzlei dated Sept. 30, Oct. 1, Oct. 10, Oct. 


14. 
and Oct. 20, 1932, in: R 43 1/1204, pp. 312-22. 

96. Cf. also Goebbels, p. 206 ff., p. 218 ff. 

97. Fritz Klein in the DAZ No. 524 of Nov. 7, 1932. 

98. Czichon, Hitler, p. 41. 

99. Entry reprinted in: Causes and Consequences, Vol. VIII, p. 687/88. 

100.  Czichon, Hitler, p. 41. 

101. Aug. 29, 1932, Schacht to Hitler, in: Causes and Consequences, vol. VIII, p. 620/21. 

102. Oct. 26, 1932, Keppler to Helfferich (excerpts in Helfferich, p. 16). In the above- 
mentioned letter, Schacht reproduces a statement that reflects the tense relationship with 
industry: According to Schacht, there was "hardly anything with less intelligence and 
character than the German industrialists in politics". 

103. Nov. 12, 1932, Schacht to Hitler, in: Causes and Consequences, vol. VIII, p. 672. 

104. Thyssen, who was the only leading Ruhr industrialist to sign the petition, simultaneously 
attempted to win Papen over to the Hitler solution by having the brochure "Hitler and the 
German task" sent to the Reich Chancellor on November 18, 1932. Reich Chancellery file 
note, R 43 1/2684. 

105. Helfferich, p. 13/14. However, Vögler did not take part in the constituent meeting of the 
district on June 20, 1932. 

106. Nov. 21, 1932, Vögler to Schröder, NS 20/76, reprinted in Czichon, Hitler, p. 72. 

107. On Vögler's position in Nov. 1932, see also the information from Dr. Scholz to Bracht, 
dated 30.11. 1932 [?], DZAP, NI. Bracht, vol. 2, p. 167: "Vögler's speech at the Ironworks 
Day, which is to be interpreted as a commitment to National Socialism, showed the listener so 
little coherence, one could even say so much laziness in the structure and execution of the 
ideas, as one is not used to from Végler. In fact, the individual considerations were completely 
incoherent and only the sentences on National Socialism were somewhat concise and 
interesting. This is probably the reason why these remarks are so particularly emphasized." 

108. Nov. 21, 1932, Vögler to Schröder, NS 20/76. Cf. in this context also 
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Reinhart to State Secretary Meißner, Nov. 21, 1932, printed in Czichon, Hitler, p. 71/ 72. 

109. Jan. 8, 1933, Reusch to Kötter, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/16. "Hitler's ambition at 
present still extends to the demand to become Reichswehr Minister. He seems to have already 
inwardly renounced the chancellorship of the Reich. That it is impossible to fulfill Hitler's 
demand in this direction need not be emphasized." 

110. Nov. 11, 1932, Schlenker to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101221/11 b. 

111. Oct. 18 and Nov. 11, 1932, Schlenker to Papen, R 43 1/1204, pp. 331 ff. 

112. Nov. 15, 1932, Schlenker to Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 417, pp. 72 f. 

113. On Luther's 'renaissance' in western industry parallel to the turning away from 
Schacht/Hitler, see, among other things, Aug. 24, 1932, Gilsa to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 
4(X)101308/9 and, in particular, Reusch's successful attempt at mediation with the 
Bergbaulich Verein in December 1932, correspondence Reusch-E. Brandi, in: NI. For a more 
detailed description of the political context, see Chap. XI, p. 147. 

114. Instead, the Reich Chancellor sent the Assembly an emphatically friendly telegram of 
greetings. Reichsdienst telegram of Nov. 22, 1932, R 43 1/1204, p. 338. 

115. Horkenbach, 1932, p. 353/54. 

116. Ministerial meeting on Nov. 9, 1932, R 43 1/1309. 

117. Cf. Vogelsang, Reichswehr, p. 311 ff. 

118. Nov. 13, 1932, Papen to Hitler, reprinted in: Causes and Consequences, vol. VIII, p. 675 f. 
See also Vogelsang, Reichswehr, p. 312/13; Helfferich, p. 16/17. 

119. Silverberg at the presidential meeting of the RDI on Nov. 24, 1932, in: G. M. RDI No. 26 of 
Dec. 12, 1932; dto. For the position of the RDI, see also Herle's lecture "Active industrial 
policy in the crisis" of Nov. 18, 1932, where a more authoritarian solution is advocated. Nov. 
23, 1932, Herle to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101220/13 a. 

120. DWZNo. 47 of Nov. 24, 1932 "On the question of government reshuffle". 

121. This also applies to those industrialists who, according to a report by Dr. Scholz to Bracht 
on the fringes of the Langnam Association conference, had spoken out in favor of Hitler's 
chancellorship: "This seems to be less a change of mood in favor of Hitler than the view that 
there is no way around a Hitler government. Under these circumstances, however, Hitler's 
accession to power had to be accelerated, even if he did not prove himself and his government, 
as skeptics in industry assumed, would only last a few weeks. . ." Nov. 26, 1932, Scholz to 
Bracht, DZAP, NI. Czichon omits this passage, which is central to the overall understanding 
of the report, in his documentation; see Czichon, Hitler, p. 73. 

122. See above all Rieker's articles in DWZ No. 33-40 and the complete publications "Das 
Wirtschaftsprogramm des Natio- nalsozialismus" (The Economic Program of National 
Socialism) published by the DIHT in Dec. 1932. Cf. also Dec. 14, 1932, Scherer for Reusch, 
HA/GHH No. 400127/7. 

123. See Chap. XI, p. 145 f. Chap. XII, p. 163 ff., p. 170 f 


XI. The Schleicher cabinet 


1. Turner, Fascism, p. 26/27. 

2. Stegmann, Capitalism, p. 53 ff. 

3. Stegmann, ibid., p. 57, here adopts the version of Sohn-Rethel, Ökonomie, p. 78 ff. According 
to Sohn-Rethel, the "agricultural cartelization" conceived primarily in the office of Dr. Max 
Hahn (Managing Director of the Central European Economic Day, MWT) formed the 
economic basis for the 
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The basis for harmonizing the interests of the various economic groups before the seizure of 
power. - Sohn-Rethel's explanations suffer from an extensive overstatement of the role of the 
MWT in 1932/33 and of Dr. Max Hahn's activities, a misjudgement that is probably due not 
least to Sohn-Rethel's temporary employment as Dr. Hahn's assistant. 


Hörster-Philipps, Großkapital, p. 112 ff., in particular p. 120. 

Czichon, Hitler, p. 47 ff. For criticism of Czichon and his differentiated monopoly group 
presentation, see above all the review by W. Ruge, in: ZfG, vol. 17, 1969, p. 1621. 

On Silverberg's policy, see Chapter XII. 

Czichon, Hitler, pp. 52-54. 

Cf. Wippermann, p. 16, 19 ff. 

Winkler, Unternehmerverbände, p. 368/69; cf. Stegmann, Kapitalismus, p. 54. 


. Cf. Hennig, Theses, p. 238/39. 
. See Chapter XII. 
. This version was disseminated by his brother Otto Strasser in various writings, particularly 


after Gregor Strasser's murder in the summer of 1934; e.g. 0. Strasser, Die deutsche 
Bartholomäusnacht, Zurich 1935, or his Mein Kampf, Frankfurt 1969. A hidden criticism of 
Strasser's passive stance in December 1932 is countered by a theoretical derivation that 
justifies Strasser's elimination as a historical prerequisite for the seizure of power: Strasser 
thereby embodied the left wing of the NSDAP, which had stood in the way of Hitler coming to 
power through big business. Adoption of this view is common, e.g. R. Kühnl, Deutschland 
zwischen Demokratie und Faschismus. Zur Problematik der bürgerlichen Gesellschaft seit 
1918, Munich 1969? , p. 50/55. On the Strasser question, see now U. Kissenkoetter, Gregor 
Strasser und die NSDAP, Stuttgart 1978. In more detail, chapter XII, note 145. 

See above all Heinrichsbauer, Schwerindustrie. But see also 0. Meynen, Paul Silverberg, in: 
Der Volkswirt, Vol. 1951, No. 18, p. 11 [quote]. 

Cf. Turner, Faschismus, p. 26/27. In detail, see: Aug. 30, 1932, Reusch to Luther, NI. Luther 
no. 347; Sept. 5, 1932, Silverberg to Reusch, HA/GHH no. 400101290/ 35 a; also the disputes 
about the Tägl. Rundschau, correspondence Schleicher, Wolff, Vögler, in: N 42/22, Nov. 2-17, 
1932. 

Dec. 5, 1932, Reusch to Dörge, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/13; see also Dec. 3, 1932, Reusch 
to Kötter, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/15 b. 


A certain mediating role between the Thyssen and Reusch groups was played by Vögler, who 
in the meeting of Oct. 19, 1932, wanted to see the Papen regime as a transitional form to a 
Hitler government, see above Chapter X, p. 136f 


See correspondence in: NS 20/76 and NS 20/122, partly published in Czichon, Hitler. 
Important above all Dec. 19, 1932, Keppler to Hitler and Nov. 13, 1932, Keppler to 
Schroeder. 


Bracher, Dissolution, p. 604. 

Cf. inter alia Vogelsang, Freundeskreis, p. 41 ff. 

Cf. chapter XII, p. 153. 

Cf. chapter X, p. 135ff. 

On Schleicher's actual attitude, see also Schleicher's letter of February 23, 1932, N 42/30: "I 


rn 


answer the question "economy or socialism' wholeheartedly with the words 'economy' ". 
Schleicher's radio statement of Dec. 15, 1932, in: Horkenbach, 1932, pp. 420-21. 


Dec. 22, 1932, Reusch to Hamm, HA/GHH No. 40010123/25 b; cf. also Scherer's draft of 
Dec. 22, 1932, HA/GHH No. 400127/7. 


Petzina, Hauptprobleme, p. 18 ff, here p. 26. 
See also Schleicher's government declaration of Dec. 15, 1932: "But to those who 
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who believe that an authoritarian government can lack the support of the people, who even 
reject any cooperation with a parliament, I would like to counter that will and courage alone 
are not enough to govern, that understanding the feelings of the people and recognizing the 
psychological moment are also part of it. . ." Horkenbach, 1932, p. 421. 

Accentuated differently in Turner, Capitalism, p. 26/27: "... The decisive factor was 
Schleicher's apparent indifference to orthodox economic principles and traditional class 
antagonisms." Turner's reference to Papen's positive counter-image is correct. 

See note 24. 

Papen in the ministerial meeting on Dec. 3, 1932, R 43 1/1458. 

See note 24. 

Dec. 23, 1932, Springorum to Papen, Hoesch Archive B 1 a 82. 

Cf. Turner, Fascism, pp. 150--52; Stegmann, Capitalism, pp. 58/59. 

F. v. Papen, Vom Scheitern einer Demokratie. 1930-1933, Mainz 1968, p. 343/44. Papen 
incorrectly dates the meeting to Jan. 4, 1933, apparently confusing the date with his meeting 
with Silverberg in Cologne. On this, see Chap. XII, p. 171 f. 

For Papen's policy towards the NSDAP, see Chapter X, p. 138 f. 

See Chap. XII, p. 171 f. 

Jan. 8, 1933, Reusch to Kötter, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/16. 


Cf. correspondence between Springorum and Papen dated January 14, January 20, January 24, 


1933, in: Hoesch Archive B 1 a 

82; Reusch-Vögler of 10. 1., 18. 1., 23. 1. 1933, in: HA/GHH Nr. 400101290/ 37; 10. 1. 

1933, Reusch to Lehr, HA/GHH no. 400101293/12; January 13, 1933, Springorum to Lehr, 
Hoesch Archive B 1 a 76. 

Cf. chapter IX, p. 117 ff., in particular Heinrichsbauer's report on "Meetings with leaders of 
the national opposition" of Dec. 9, 1930. 

DFB No. 96 of Dec. 9, 1932 "Gregor Strasser". 

Correspondence Thyssen-Schlenker of Nov. 10 and 11, 1932, reprint of the Thyssen- 
Schlenker letter of Nov. 11 in Czichon, Hitler, p. 67. 

Ibid. 

F. Thyssen, I Paid Hitler, New York 1941, p. 138. Thyssen apparently sent Hess a copy of his 
letter of Nov. 11, 1932 to Schlenker. 

Nov. 28, 1932, Keppler to Schroeder, NS 20/76, reprinted in Czichon, Hitler, p. 73/ 74. 
Heinrichsbauer, Schwerindustrie, p. 45 ff., p. 48-50. 

Heinrichsbauer also unintentionally confirmed this interpretation in two lengthy conversations 
with the author on March 5 and July 21, 1975 in Bonn. Heinrichsbauer reported the following 
incident, among others: During one of his visits to Berlin in early December 1932, he had been 
picked up from the train station by Paul Schulz, Strasser's adjutant. Schulz said: "Do you 
know where Strasser is now? With Schleicher!" Heinrichsbauer replied: "Have you gone 
completely mad?" 

Heinrichsbauer, Heavy Industry, p. 50. 

On Edgar Jung's role with Papen, see Papen, Scheitern, p. 401, note 135. 

Dec. 5, 1933, Heinrichsbauer to Reusch; Dec. 7, 1933, memo to Dr. Holthöfer regarding the 
'Heinrichsbauer case'; Dec. 19, 1933, State Secretary W. Funk to Heinrichsbauer, HA/GHH 
No. 400101290/20 a. 

Springorum-Papen correspondence of Jan. 14 and 20, 1933, in: Hoesch Archive B 1 a 92. For 
references to Heinrichsbauer's mediation activities between Strasser and the Crown Prince, see 
letter of Dec. 16, 1932, N 42/23. 

Jan. 20, 1933, Papen to Springorum, Hoesch Archive B 1 a 88. 

Cf. Jan. 23, 1933, Reusch to Vögler, HA/GHH No. 400101290/37. 
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52. Dating according to Vogelsang, Reichswehr, p. 368. However, following Goebbels, p. 244, 
Vogelsang speaks of a "stagnation" in the political development " 

53. Jan. 20, 1933, Papen to Springorum, Hoesch-Archiv B 1 a 82. The interpretation of Turner, 
Faschismus, p. 150/51, that Papen used this letter to make Industriellen understand "that his 
aim was to persuade Hitler to accept the position of a Junior partner' in a coalition 
government" is not shared by the author, also in connection with Springorum's reply of Jan. 24 
[Note 54]. 

54. Jan. 24, 1933, Springorum to Papen, Hoesch Archive B 1a 82. 

55. Stegmann, Capitalism, p. 45 ff. 

56. Cf. E.g. Goebbels, p. 208, entry of Nov. 21, 1932; Jan. 6, 1933, Schacht to Schroeder, NS 
20/76. 

57.On the loss of function of the "Arbeitsstelle", cf. The memorandum "Introduction of trade 
monopolies" (15 pages) was sent by Schacht to Reusch and Krupp, among others, on Dec. 20, 
1932, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a and Krupp Archive IV E 1124. On the rejection of 
Schacht's plan by the founding members of the "Arbeitsstelle", see, among others, 
correspondence between Krupp and Herle dated Dec. 26 and Dec. 28, 1932, in: Krupp Archive 
IV E 1124; Jan. 6, 1933, Krupp Archive IV E 202. for correspondence between Krupp and 
Herle dated Dec. 26 and Dec. 28, 1932, in: Krupp Archive IV E 202; Jan. 6, 1933, Kastl to 
Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 185; Jan. 10, 1933, Krupp to Schacht, Krupp Archive IV E 1124; 
Jan. 2, 1933, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. 

58. Correspondence between Reusch and Kastl dated Jan. 22 and 26, 1933, in: HA/GHH No. 
400101220/ 14 a. 

59. An indication of the turnaround within western industry may also be the attempt by Martin 
Sogemeier, managing director of the "Zweckverband Nordwestdeutscher 
Wirtschaftsvertretungen e. V." (chambers of commerce of the Ruhr district, Langnamverein, 
Bergbau-Verein), to get into talks with F. Springorum at the end of Jan. 1933, which was 
intensively supported by Reich Chancellor v. Schleicher. Springorum did not reject a meeting 
with Schleicher in principle, but was only available from February 7, 1933 due to external 
appointments. The meeting therefore did not take place. Jan. 25, 1933, Sogemeier to 
Springorum, NI. Springorum F 115. Cf. also Turner, Faschismus, p. 152, note 117. 

60. See above Ch. IX, p. 123. Daily report Luther of March 4, 1932, NI. Luther no. 368, p. 147. 

61.On Luther's 'renaissance' in western industry, see above all the correspondence between 
Reusch and Brandi from 1-22 Dec. 1932, in: NI. Luther No. 151. On the preparations for the 
discussion with Luther in the GHH factory restaurant, see correspondence between Reusch 
and Luther from 28. 12. 1932-20.1. 1933, in: HA/GHH No. 400101290/31. 

62. Cf. correspondence between Reusch and Kastl dated December 22 and 30, 1932, in: HA/GHH No. 
400101220/13 
a. Reusch sent Kastl a copy of his fundamental criticism of Schleicher dated 

22. 12. 1932 (DIHT). 

63.Hamm's remarks at the DIHT board meeting on December 6, 1932, HA/GHH No. 
40010123/33 b. See also DWZ No. 49 of Dec. 8, 1932: "Waiver of immediate state reform 
necessary" for "lasting domestic political détente". 

64. Board meeting of the DIHT on Oct. 5, 1932, NI. Silv. no. 641. 

65. DWZ No. 49 from Dec. 8, 1932 "Reichskanzler v. Schleicher". 

66. DWZ No. 51/52 of Dec. 22, 1932. In addition to this public statement of fundamental 
importance, internal circular No. P 310/32 of Dec. 19, 1932 to the members of the DIHT, 
HA/GHH No. 40010123/33 b. 

67. RS DIHT of Dec. 19, 1932, note 66. 

68. Ibid, p. 2. 

69. See also the DIHT's submission to Reich Chancellor Schleicher, the Reich Ministers and the 
Reich President dated Dec. 8, 1932, Section II, R 43 1/1145, pp. 205 ff. 
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Board meeting of the DIHT on Jan. 18, 1933, remarks by Ed. Hamm, NI. Silv. no. 642. 

Cf. above Ch. X, p. 129ff. 

Czichon, Hitler, p. 47; see also Günther and Ohlsen, p. 610. 

In correspondence "Reichsindustrie" of Dec. 13, 1932, NI. Silv. no. 274, pp. 159-61. Also 
speaking at the conference on December 14 were Economics Minister Warmbold and Finance 
Minister von Krosigk. 

Cf. also the DAZ commentary on the Papen program: "The intention to liberate the initiative 
of the individual in the economy of all degrees again and to spur it on to new achievements is 
psychologically of the highest importance. There is justifiable hope that the idea of tax credit 
vouchers and bonuses for increasing work opportunities will become a spark." Horkenbach, 
1932, p. 298. 

Correspondence "Reichsindustrie" December 13, 1932, p. 2; see also the speech by Köttgen, 
the chairman of the VDA, of December 14, 1932, with the same tenor; reference in W. Treue, 
Der deutsche Unternehmer in der Weltwirtschaftskrise 1928 bis 1933, in: Conze u. Raupach, 
p. 124. 

RS RDI of Dec. 31, 1932 (DID. 

For Herles' position within the RDI leadership, see also Chapter IV, p. 70. 

Correspondence between Herle and Reusch on Jan. 4 and 10, 1933, in: HA/GHH No. 
400101220/ 14 a. See also statement by Scherer (Dept. W.) on Herle's presentation of Jan. 10, 
1933, HA/GHH no. 400127/4 a. 

Excerpts of Herles' speech and accompanying letter to Silverberg from Jan. 5, 1933, NI. Silv. 
no. 233, pp. 10--16, here p. 14. 

Jan. 9, 1933, Duisberg to Herle, Bayer Archive 62/10/7 a. 

Jan. 9, 1933, Silverberg to Herle, NI. Silv. no. 269. 

Kastl-Schleicher correspondence of Dec. 13 and 28, 1932, in: R 43 1/1206. Kastl's letter was 
apparently only sent after the Schleicher speech of Dec. 15 and after the Chancellor's meetings 
with the DIHT, parallel to the latter's circular of Dec. 19, 1932 (see note 66 above), as it was 
not received by the Reich Chancellery until Dec. 21. 

Dec. 15, 1932, Krupp to Duisberg, Bayer Archive, Autograph Collection. Speeches by the 
RDI Chairman and Ministers Warmbold and Schwerin v. Krosigk to the RDI Main Committee 
in: G.M. RDI No. 27 of Dec. 23, 1932, Annex 1, pp. 1-6. Cf. also 

Summary in Horkenbach, 1932, p. 418. 

For the discussion between the top associations and RWM Warmbold on Dec. 19, 1932, see 
Heinecke's note (Dec. 19), Krupp Archive IV E 185 (11 pages). Correspondence between 
Herle and Krupp dated Dec. 20 and 26, 1932, to which Krupp replied: "I am pleased that the 
meeting was successful. 

... nevertheless clarified some points/", ibid. 

Trivialization e.g. in Stegmann, Capitalism, p. 57. 

RDI press release of Jan. 12, 1933. Documentation of the controversy between RLB and 
RDVSchleicher in: Causes and Consequences, vol. VIII, pp. 512-16. 

Ibid. 

Materials in: HA/GHH No. 40010124/4, in particular correspondence between Reichert and 
Kalckreuth dated Dec. 21 and 23, 1932, including various statements by the VDEStI. 

Material on the so-called "Heim-BIV duel" of 7. 1., 1. 2. and 9. 2. 1933, in. HA/GHH No. 
400101221/3 b. 

Cf. Dec. 22, 1932, Reusch to Hamm, section 4 of the letter, HA/GHH No. 40010123/25 b; 
Jan. 2, 1933, Reusch to Schacht, HA/GHH No. 400101290/33 a. Reusch uncompromisingly 
rejects Schacht's proposal to establish a dirigiste trade policy on the basis of "import 
monopolies". This would also introduce a "coercive economy" in trade policy. 

Oct. 10, 1932, protest telegram from the Essen Coal Syndicate to RK Papen against 
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Contingent plans, R 43 1/ 1144; Dec. 19, 1932, Ordinary General Assembly of the RWKS, 
Annual Report 1931/32, p. 10, where the phrase against "excessive contingent policy" is used. 
Jan. 2, 1933, Christian Metalworkers' Federation to Schleicher, R 43 1/2360; ADGB meeting 
(Graßmann/Eggert) with Schleicher on Jan. 26, 1933, recording, DGB Archive, NB 112, pp. 
73-77. 

Cf. chapter XI, p. 140. 

Dec. 23, 1932, Reichert to Count Kalkreuth, HA/GHH No. 40010124/3. 

Jan. 14, 1933, Loening to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 203. 

G.M. RDI No. 2 of Jan. 31, 1933, report on presidential meeting of Jan. 19, 1933. cf. also 
Horkenbach, 1933, p. 21 "Industrial association against political disturbances". 

G.M. RDI No. 2 of Jan. 31, 1933, p. 11. In Circular No. 98/VI of Jan. 13, 1933, the Krupp- 
Schleicher meeting is apparently incorrectly dated Dec. 12, 1932, HA/GHH No. 
400101220/14 a. 

Thyssen's accusation at the presidential meeting of the RDI on March 23, 1933, excerpt from 
the Kastl minutes of March 27, 1933, Krupp Archive IV E 885. See Chapter XII, p. 184f. 

Jan. 26, 1933, Kastl to Krupp, Tgb. No. 181, from Krupp file "Reichsverband" KC1084, vol. 
V 1. 1. 33-30. 6. 33 (quoted from document book of Bülow I, Record Group 238, Case 10, 
N.A.). Cf. also Jan. 31, 1933, Kastl to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 203. 


100. See above Ch. XI, p. 140ff. 


13. 


14 


15. 


XII. Silverberg's special role in 1932/33 


Above all Stegmann, Capitalism, pp. 53-55. 
See section II above. 


See above all the relevant communications by Otto Meynen, Silverberg's former private 
secretary, in: Volkswirt No. 18, 1951, p. 11. The most reliable account of Silverberg's contacts 
with the NSDAP to date is in Turner, Faschismus, pp. 146-48. 


In this sense, first P. Merker, Deutschland Sein oder Nicht Sein, vol. 1, Mexico 1944, p. 280, 
pp. 284-85. Following Stegmann, also Hörster-Philipps, Großkapital, pp. 112/13. 

Mariaux, Silverberg, p. LXXXII, followed by: Kellenbenz, p. 127/28, also Stegmann 

and Hörster-Philipps (notes | and 4). 

Treue, Entrepreneur, p. 124. 

Turner, Fascism, p. 147/48. 

Czichon, Hitler, p. 48. 

Silverberg had also supported the "Circle of Friends" financially after January 4, 1933. 


. See above introduction, p. 21 and p. 210, note 95. 
. Cf. e.g. Stegmann, Silverberg controversy, p. 607. 
. "German Führer Letters. Political and economic private correspondence". Published by Hans 


Börner, Berlin. Collected in its entirety in: "Deutsche Führerbriefe" (1928-1935), Institute for 
Contemporary History, Munich. 

A comprehensive monograph on the "German Führer Letters" has not yet been published. 
However, reference should be made to the state examination thesis by Großkurth (see 
introduction, note 101). Also important and informative: Berliner, Problem, p. 154 ff.; Sohn- 
Rethel, Kommentar, pp. 23-26, as well as his, Ökonomie, pp. 27/28, pp. 33/35. 


. Details in: Correspondence Meynen-Turner dated April 15 and June 11, 1969, kindly provided 


by Prof. Turner. 
Sohn-Rethel, Commentary, p. 25; see also Sept. 15, 1932, Alvensleben to Hitler, NS 
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20/122 and June 11, 1969, Meynen to Turner. For details of the DFB's circle of reference, see 
Großkurth, p. 26 ff. 

Cf. W. Müller and J. Stockfisch, Die "Veltenbriefe". A new source on the role of monopoly 
capital in the destruction of the Weimar Republic, in: ZfG, vol. 17, 1%9, p. 1565 ff. Cf. also 
Großkurth, p. 29 ff. 

Correspondence between Reusch and Schlenker dated April 21, 1931, March 12 and March 
15, 1932, in: HA/GHH No. 400101221/11 b. For details of the process, see Chap. XII, p. 157. 
Cf. E.g. Oct. 27, 1930, Meynen to 0.Reg.Rat Walther, R 43 1/2056, pp. 78/79; memorandum 
to the Reich Chancellery of April 7, 1932, R 43 1/1141, pp. 40-41. See also March 6, 1966, 
Meynen to Turner. 

For example, Silverberg criticized Meynen's tendency to become very independent in 
connection with the 1930/31 Eastern aid consultations and warned his colleague not to forget 
"that you [Meynen] bind me through your work", March 5, 1931, Silverberg to Meynen, NI. 
Silv. no. 

574 See also Meynen's rebuke for an article in the " Velten-Briefe", also co-edited by him, 
here issue of Dec. 11, 1930. Correspondence in this regard from Dec. 12-15, 1930 in: NI. Silv. 
no. 574. 

May 18, 1929, Silverberg to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/35 a. On Reuter's activities at 
the press office, see: June 12, 1930, Steinberg to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101221/3 a. On 
the Meynen/Reuter-Silverberg relationship, see also information from Tatkreis no. 43 dated 1 
June 1930. 

12. 1932 "Press influences through the economy": "The 'Deutsche Führerbriefe' deny any 
connection to Dr. Silverberg regarding the publication or publishing of the Fihrerbriefe, but 
cannot deny the close personal relations of the publisher Dr. Reuter to both Dr. Meynen and 
Dr. Silverberg." This statement refers directly to an account in Führerbriefe No. 91 of 22. 
11. 1932, where a special influence of the industrialist is denied and the independence of the 
publisher is emphasized. 

Multiple contemporary references, e.g. Jan. 20, 1932, Gleichen an Luther, NI. Luther no. 339; 
Tagl. Rundschau no. 199 of 25 Aug. 1932; cf. also Sohn-Rethel, Kommentar, p. 24 ff., who 
admittedly overestimates Schacht's influence. For biographical notes on Reuter and Meynen, 
see also: Miiller u. Stockfisch, p. 1568 ff.; cf. also: Die Zeit No. 10 of March 10, 1967, p. 35, 
obituary for Franz Reuter. 

On the quality of this connection: March 12, 1932, Schlenker to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 
400101221 /11 b. 

Cf. above ch. 111, p. 51 f£. 

Cf. controversy between the editors of the Führerbriefe and Paul Reusch over the article 
"Wandlungen in der Sozialdemokratie" in: DFB No. 16 of 26 Feb. 1932; correspondence in: 
HA/GHH No. 400101221/11 b. 

Aug. 24, 1928, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/4b. 


Dissenting Großkurth, p. 33/44: "... the DFB cannot be taken as evidence of the course taken 
by Silverberg and IG Farben, since the DFB rather articulated the intention of another part of 
industry." Großkurth, unlike Müller and Stockfisch, 

p. 1566, in particular the relationship with the Vereinigte Stahlwerke (VESTAG) "more 
clearly ... ", but on the other hand, in contradiction to the above assessment, confirms the close 
ties between Silverberg, Meynen and Reuter (p. 33/34, p. 43-45). Sohn-Rethel, Kommentar, p. 
24, for his part overestimates Schacht's influence, who allegedly made the Führer letters his 
"political instrument". Berliner, Problem. 

Silverberg is described there as the "spiritus rector" of the DFB. 

The article "Der Weg des Zentrums", in: DFB No. 84 of 28. 10. 1930, was demonstrably 
written by Silverberg himself. Meynen had the essay, which dealt positively with the 
transformation of the Center into a mass party determined by "aristocratic leadership", sent to 
the Reich Chancellery, among other things to arrange a meeting with 
Silverberg. 
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between Silverberg and Brüning. Oct. 27, 1930, Meynen to 0.Reg. Councillor Walther, R 43 
1/2056, p. 78/79. 

See section 11 above. 

Printed by Mariaux, Silverberg, pp. 190-213. 

See above Ch. II, p. 36, p. 40. 

Silverberg's fundamental statements on this subject at the meeting of the Reichskohlenrat on 
March 18, 1932: "My firm conviction is that it is the disaster of the entire economic situation 
in the world that the political and economic influence of the state on the economy throughout 
the world has increased too much as a result of the war, as a result of international money 
collection, money shifting, international capital links and 

-shifts without equivalent values. As a result ofthe war, the trade atomization or Balkanization 
of Europe can be observed, which inhibits the national economies in the greatest possible way 
and makes free trade more difficult. As a result, a strong state interference in the national 
economies has quite naturally arisen in all countries." Problem solution according to 
Silverberg in March 1932 by "Revision of this structure of state influence", NI. Silv. no. 157. 
Cf. here, among others, the Silverberg Program of 1923, Section B 7, Chapter 1, p. 30. 

All quotations according to Mariaux, Silverberg, p. 190 ff. 

See above Chapter VII, p. 105f. 


Treue, Unternehmer, p. 118, notes that the "idea of a strong administrative state independent 
of party interests", as Silverberg here "formulated the simple old principle in an unattractive 
and somewhat nebulous way", "no longer found any supporters". 

DFB No. 34 of May 3, 1932, lead commentary. 

Silverberg on April 22, 1932 before the Board of Directors of the RDI, Sten. Prot., NI. Silv. 
no. 37, pp. 12-14 (or pp. 63-65 of the minutes). For the overall context, see above Ch. VII, p. 
108. 

Election appeal in Cologne. According to the donation lists printed in Tammen, p. 178 and 
181, Silverberg supported Hindenburg's re-election in the first round with a total of 12,000 
RM and in the second round with a total of 7,000 RM. 

See above Chapter IX, p. 120ff. 

DFB No. 10 of February 5, 1932 "Hitler in Düsseldorf". 

DFB No. 9 of Feb. 2, 1932 "Is Otto Braun at the end?" Cf. also the positive portrayal of Braun 
in Meynen, Silverberg, p. 10/11. In the background, the fruitful cooperation between Braun 
and Silverberg in the field of 'Osthilfe' can be seen. 

Ibid. 

See note 49 below. 

In: DFB No. 16 from Feb. 26, 1932. 

On the Hitler-Reusch meeting of March 19, 1932, see above Chapter IX, p. 120ff. 

According to Blank, after reviewing the article Reusch was of the opinion that "the 
Führerbriefe sometimes veer dangerously far to the left". Feb. 29, 1932, Blank to Schlenker, 
HA/GHH No. 4001012024/10. 


See correspondence between Reusch and Schlenker dated March 12 and 15, 1932, in: HA/GHH 


Nr. 
400101221 /11 b. 
DFB No. 21 of March 15, 1932, lead commentary. 


In particular the article "Strukturwandel des Nationalsozialismus?" in: DFB No. 22 of March 
18, 1932, the counterpart to the essay on the "Wandlungen der Sozialdemokratie" in: DFB No. 
16 of February 26, 1932. Hitler's candidacy for the Reich presidency had already been viewed 
negatively. See DFB No. 14 of 

19 Feb. 1932 "The failure of the national opposition". Cf. also DFB No. 13 of 16 Feb. 1932: 
Hjalmar Schacht is named there as a suitable candidate to oppose Hindenburg. 


Horkenbach, 1932, p. 131. 
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DFB No. 39 of May 24, 1932 "Finally a new Reich government!" Cf. DFB No. 35 of May 6, 
1932 "The last measures of the Brüning cabinet"; here Brüning is granted a grace period until 
the end of June. Cf. also Silverberg's speech on April 22, 1932 to the board of the RDI, see 
above Chapter XII, p. 156. 

DFB No. 33 of April 29, 1932 "The collapse of the center parties". Silverberg did not take up 
a suggestion by Prof. Dr. E. Horneffer (Giessen) "to form a political group that would stand 
between the large associations on the right and left and the Centre"; in any case, a personal 
meeting requested by Horneffer did not take place. See Horneffer-Silverberg correspondence 
of May 25 and May 27 as well as the Silverberg secretariat (Bauer) to Herle of May 31, 1932, 
in: NI. Silv. no. 269, bi. 33-37. It cannot be ruled out that Horneffer decided to take the 
initiative towards Silverberg following the article "Dawn of a new center?", in: DFB no. 39 of 
24. 5. 1932. See also DFB No. 43 of 7. 6. 1932 "Die Mitte vor dem Wahlkampf". 

Memo from the Reich Chancellery dated April 7, 1932, R 43 1/1141, B. 40/41. While 
Warmbold was "very displeased" and "extremely concerned", Silverberg [through Meynen] 
pointed out "the questionable remarks of Minister Dietrich". Cf. also Kohler, 
Arbeitsbeschaffung, p. 293. 

See chapter VIII above. Cf. also obituary for Hermann Warmbold, FAZ of March 20, 1976. 
DFB No. 34 of May 3, 1932. Incidentally, a copy of this article can be found in NI. Luther No. 
342. 

Warmbold's letter to the FAZ No. 242 of Oct. 17, 1968, reprinted in: Ziemer, p. 144/45. 
Warmbold's letter of resignation to Reich President Hindenburg dated April 28, 1932, R 43 
1/1309, V1. 5, which also contains an attempt to derive the resignation from the "profound 
differences of opinion" in connection with the 4th Emergency Ordinance of December 8, 
1931. 

Brüning, Memoirs, p. 568. G. R. Treviranus, Das Ende von Weimar. Heinrich Brüning und 
seine Zeit, Diisseldorf 1968, p. 134/35, suggests that Schleicher was the "mastermind" behind 
Warmbold's premature departure from the Briining cabinet in preparation for a new 
administration in the Papen government. 

See section X above. 

Cf. also Aug. 30, 1932, Reusch to Luther, NI. Luther No. 347, where Silverberg reproduces a 
statement on the overall direction of Papen's economic policy, in particular Luther's role in the 
negotiations on the Miinster program: "Luther is a guy, he saved the private sector". 

Mariaux, Silverberg, p. LX XXII, puts it succinctly but aptly: "Imperial chancellorship and the 
person of Franz von Papen did not suit him." 

Cf. For example, Oct. 11, 1932, information from Scholz to Bracht, DZAP, NI. Bracht, vol. 2, 
p. 185; or Sept. 15, 1932, Alvensleben to Hitler, NS 20/122. See also press campaign against 
Silverberg in the article "Exkursion ins politische", 8 Uhr-Abendblatt of Sept. 9, 1932, NI. 
Silv. no. 703. 

DFB No. 67 of Aug. 30, 1932 "Das Präsidialkabinett Papen und die Wirtschaft", in the same 
sense DFB No. 65 of Aug. 23, 1932 "Die Aussichten fiir ein Reichskabinett Hitler". 

Berliner, Problem, p. 154; see also Geschichte der deutschen Arbeiterbewegung, vol. 4, Berlin 
1966, p. 593 ff. 

DFB No. 72 of Sept. 16, 1932 "The Social Reconsolidation of Capitalism I". 

DFB No. 73 of Sept. 20, 1932 "The social reconsolidation of capitalism II". On the overall 
problem of trade union orientation in the crisis, see: U. Hüllbüsch, Gewerkschaften und Staat. 
A contribution to the history of the trade unions at the beginning and at 
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End of the Weimar Republic, phil. Diss. Heidelberg 1958 (Ms.); this, Die deutschen 
Gewerkschaften in der Weltwirtschaftskrise, in: Conze and Raupach, pp. 126-54; H. Heer, 
Burgfrieden oder Klassenkampf. On the Politics of Social Democratic Trade Unions 1930-33, 
Neuwied 1971; Schneider, Entrepreneurs; he, Tolerance-Opposition-Dissolution. Die Stel- 
lungung des Allgemeinen Deutschen Gewerkschaftsbundes zu den Regierungen Brüning bis 
Hitler, in: W. Luthardt (ed.), Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterbewegung und Weimarer Repu- 
blik. Materialien zur gesellschaftlichen Entwicklung 1927-1933, vol. 1, Frankfurt 1978, pp. 
150-219; H. Mommsen, Die deutschen Gewerkschaften zwischen Anpassung und Widerstand 
1930-1944, in: ders., Arbeiterbewegung und Nationale Frage. On the controversy over the 
ADGB's negotiations with Papen and Schleicher on July 30 and the alleged negotiations with 
Schleicher and Strasser on September 9, 1932, see H. Skrypczak, Falscher machen 
Zeitgeschichte, in: IWK, vol. 11, 1975, pp. 452-71, and above all D. Emig and R. 
Zimmermann, Das Ende einer Legende: Gewerkschaf- ten, Papen und Schleicher. Falsified 
and genuine protocols, in: IWK, vol. 12, 1976, pp. 19-43. 

-For the Führerbriefe see in particular: DFB No. 51 of 5. 7. 1932 "Gregor Strasser and the 
trade unions"; No. 73 of 20. 9. 1932 "The social reconsolidation of capitalism II"; 

No. 94 of 2. 12. 1932 "Trade unions between party and state". 

Sohn-Rethel, Commentary, pp. 32-34, where the reconsolidation article is also reprinted. 
Berliner, problem. 

A. Sohn-Rethel, on the article by E. Berliner: Das monopolkapitalistische Problem der 
Massenbasis, die "Deutschen Führerbriefe" und Alfred Sohn-Rethel. Die vollkommene 
Selbstenthiillung eines Anonymus, in: BI. fiir dt. und intern. Politik, vol. 19, 1974, pp. 1285- 
96, especially p. 1293. 

Cf. Reception of Meynen and Reuter by Hitler, Chapter XII, p. 166f. 

In Bracher, Auflösung, p. 55, note 153, and p. 630 ff, v. Alvensleben is characterized as an 
"operational intermediary" and "opaque liaison man". 

On August 20, Reusch and Silverberg met with Krupp at his hunting lodge in Blühnbach (near 
Salzburg) (see August 20, 1932, Krupp to Herle, Krupp Archive IV E 178). After Krupp's 
interim stay in Berlin for negotiations with von Papen on August 25, 1932 about the Münster 
program (R 43 1/ 1141) and Silverberg's meeting there with Alvensleben on August 31, the 
two met again in Blühnbach on Sept. 2 and 3, 1932 (Aug. 25, 1932, Silverberg to Krupp, 
Krupp Archive IV E 894). Silverberg subsequently reported to Reusch in a letter dated Sept. 5, 
1932 (HA/GHH No. 400101290/ 35 a): The references to the talks in Blühnbach and the 
overall context of the letter (alliance strategy of the business community towards the NSDAP, 
Zentrum and DNVP) indicate intensive mutual contact. It is also interesting that Reusch was 
apparently indirectly involved in Silverberg's negotiations with Hitler. Immediately before 
Meynen's meeting with Hitler, Reusch received Franz Reuter, who was also present at the 
meeting, for a discussion scheduled for October 27. As far as can be seen from the files, this 
was apparently the first meeting between Reusch and Reuter, so in view of the timing it was 
by no means a routine meeting. Cf. Oct. 24, 1932, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 
4001012024/10. 

Silverberg's first contacts with Alvensleben date from the fall of 1930, when, following 
Silverberg's speech on November 6, 1930, he solicited the industrialist's support for the goals 
of the "German League for the Protection of Western Culture", which he led. Alvensleben- 
Silverberg correspondence of Nov. 7 and 10, 1930, in: NI. Silv. no. 25, 

131.161-69. 

Sept. 2, 1932, Alvensleben to Schleicher, N 42/22, pp. 125-27, excerpted in 

Bracher, Auflösung, p. 55, now also in full in Stegmann, Kapitalismus, pp. 84/85. 


270 


Neebe, Großindustrie - Notes on Chapter XII. Silverberg's special role in 1932/33 


75. The substantive content and specific terminology of Alvensleben's note point directly to 
Silverberg. In this context, it should also be noted that Alvensleben only forwarded the notes 
two days after the conversation, meaning that there was enough time in the meantime for 
Silverberg to either correct them or possibly even write them himself. Skeptical Turner, 
Fascism, p. 146/47. 


76.On the political significance of the coalition negotiations, see: D. Junker, Die Deutsche 
Zentrumspartei und Hitler 1932/33. Ein Beitrag zur Problematik des politischen Katholizismus 
in Deutschland, Stuttgart 1969, pp. 86-108, especially pp. 105/06. In contrast to Bracher, 
Auflösung, p. 544, and R. Morsey, Die deutsche Zentrumspartei, in: Matthias u. ders., p. 317, 
Junker is of the opinion that the negotiations were not "tactical" but "really serious". 

77. Quotes from v. Alvensleben's note of August 31, 1932, N 42/22, p. 126/27. 

78. Sept. 5, 1932, Silverberg to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/35 a. 

79. See note 77. 

80. DFB No. 38 of May 20, 1932 "Strasser's German Socialism". 

81. See above Ch. IX, p. 124, Ch. X, p. 132 ff. 

82. See note 80. 

83. Including DFB No. 47 of June 21, 1932 "Strasser am Rundfunk"; especially DFB No. 66 of 
Aug. 26, 1932 "Zwiespalt in der nationalsozialistischen Wirtschaftspolitik". 

84. DFB No. 66 of Aug. 26, 1932, see note 83. 

85. See above Chapter X, p. 132 f. 

86. Ibid. 

87. Sept. 8, 1932, Herle an Renteln, NI. Silv. no. 232, pp. 197-226. 

88. Handwritten note by Reupke dated August 16, 1932, ibid., p. 162. 

89. Ibid, pp. 162-83; see also H. Reupke, Unternehmer und Unternehmerverbände im Aufbau 
einer deutschen Nationalwirtschaft. Lecture to the Düsseldorf Employers' Association 
1932/33, typewritten copy, Herle personal file, DII. 


90. Accompanying letter from Bauer to Silverberg on Reupke's draft of Aug. 24, 1932, NI. Silv. 
no. 232, p. 160/61. 


91. Ibid, p. 161. 


92. On the relationship between large-scale industry and Strasser, see Chapter IX, p. 117f, Chapter 


XI, p. 145f. 

93. See note 90. 

94. DFB No. 51 of July 5, 1932 "Gregor Strasser and the trade unions-. 

95. DFB No. 38 of May 20, 1932 "Strasser's German Socialism". 

96. Ibid. 

97. On the trade union problem, see note 66 above. 

98. DFB No. 47 of June 21, 1932 "Strasser on the radio". 

99. Cf. also Sept. 25, 1932, Reusch to Kötter, HA/GHH No. 4001012007/15 b. There, report on 
the Schleicher/Strasser negotiations. 

100. The fact that Strasser never seriously considered a separation from Hitler is confirmed by 
information Cordemann gave v. Bredow on September 6, 1932: "Strasser would never do 
anything without Hitler, nor would he ever separate from him, as was claimed." N 97/1. 

101. DFB No. 72 of Sept. 16, 1932 "Information of the day". 

102. H.R. Knickerbocker, Is Europe coming up again? Berlin 1932, pp. 204-14, here p. 205. 

103. See note 101. 

104. Cf. among others Winkler, Unternehmerverbände, p. 361/62. Winkler dates the 
reorganization of the economic department of the NSDAP as usual to Sept. 17, 1932. Cf. 
chapter X, p. 133f. 


105. DFB No. 84 of Oct. 28, 1932 "The National Socialists before November 6". 
106. Ibid. 
107. DFB No. 42 of June 3, 1932 "The further task of National Socialism". 
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108. DFB No. 51 of July 5, 1932 "Gregor Strasser and the trade unions". 

109. See also DFB No. 65 of Aug. 23, 1932 "The prospects for a Hitler Reich Cabinet". 

110. Turner, Fascism, p. 147, note 101. 

111. Correspondence Bauer-Reupke-Meynen from Nov. 3-15, 1932, in: NI. On the financing of 
the "Hammerstein" labor service camp, see Kissenkoetter, p. 126. 

112. Z. E.g. Dec. 16, 1932, Alvensleben to Silverberg regarding the financing of the "German 
League for the Protection of Western Culture" by the Bafio, NI. Silv. no. 580. 

113. Dec. 30, 1946, Silverberg to Francois-Poncet, handwritten draft letter, ZA Rheinbraun 
210/201. 

114. Sept. 15, 1932, Alvensleben to Hitler, NS 20/122, pp. 11338-39. 

115. Ibid. 

116. Sept. 21, 1932, Alvensleben to Hitler, NS 20/122, pp. 11334-36. 

117. "Welt am Montag" of Nov. 21, 1932, NI. See also the report in the "Münchener Zeitung" 
No. 321 of November 21, 1932, based on this report. 

118. "Veltenbriefe" from 7. 11. 1932, dto. DFB No. 87 of Nov. 8, 1932 "What is to become?" 
Here quoted from Müller and Stockfisch p. 1571, note 53. 

119. April 15, 1969, Meynen to Turner. Kindly made available to the author by Prof. Turner. 

120. Information from Dr. Scholz to Bracht dated 9 Nov. 1932, DZAP, NI. Bracht, vol. 2, p. 
177/78. Cf. on the overall context: Turner, Faschismus, pp. 146-48. 

121. DFB No. 90 of November 18, 1932. 

122. On Strasser's possible chancellorship as a "substitute", not an alternative to Hitler, see 
Chapter XI, p. 145f. (Heinrichsbauer position). 

123. Nov. 14, 1932, Keppler to Krogmann, Forschungsstelle Hamburg No. 913. The text 
contains the word "Abstimmung" instead of "Abstammung", probably a typographical error. I 
owe the reference to this document to Prof. H. A. Turner. 

124. Sept. 28, 1953, Silverberg to v. Witzleben, ZA Rheinbraun 210/201. 

125. DFB No. 92 of Nov. 25, 1932 "Failed again". 

126. Sept. 5, 1932, Silverberg to Reusch, HAJGHH No. 400101290/35 a. 

127. Cf. also Silverberg's remarks on Oct. 6, 1932 before the Presidential and Executive 
Advisory Council on Coercive Cartels, NI. Silv. No. 249: Silverberg emphasized the "danger 
of politicization" within the cartels of the coal industry, which would be evoked by a 
"pronounced party policy" of the workers' representatives, namely the "Strasser, Leipart, 
Imbusch Front". 

128. On the Schleicher-Wolff relationship, see inter alia: Memo dated Aug. 22, 1932, regarding 
the delivery of 2 million tons of iron products to Russia for RM 250 million, NI. Luther no. 
346; financing of the "Tagl. Rundschau", correspondence 2 Nov. - 17 Nov. 1932, in: N 42/22; 
see also New Year's greetings telegram from Schleicher to Wolff dated 1 Jan. 1933, N 42/80. 

129. On the Silverberg-Wolff controversy, see Sept. 5, 1932, Silverberg to Reusch, HA/GHH 
No. 400101290/35 a; Sept. 21, 1932, Alvensleben to Hitler, NS 20/122; "Düsseldorfer 
Lokalzeitung" of Sept. 17, 1932 "Hie Wolff, hie Silverberg", NI. Silv. no. 703; "Tägl. 
Rundschau" of Nov. 2, 1932 "Wie steht Otto Wolff", N 42/22; as well as correspondence 
Pressebüro Wolff-Dr. Scholz-Bracht 1932, in: DZAP, NI. On the economic background to the 
dispute, see Conflict between the Flick Group and Rheinische Braunkohle and Otto Wolff's 
stance, June 29, 1932, Briickner memo for Silverberg, NI. Silv. no. 637. 

130. Cf. inter alia Nov. 9, 1932, Scholz to Bracht, DZAP, NI. Bracht, vol. 2; Sept. 15 and 21, W. 
v. Alvensleben to Hitler, NS 20/122. 

131. Cf. Dec. 22, 1932, Reusch to Hamm, HA/GHH No. 40023/25 b. 

132. Board meeting of the DIHT on Oct. 5, 1932, minutes, NI. Silv. no. 641. 
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133. DFB No. 85 and 86 front Nov. 1 and 4, 1932, reprinted in Berliner, Problem, pp. 169-71; 
excerpts in: W. Ruge and W. Schumann (eds.), Dokumente zur deutschen Geschichte 1929-33, 
Frankfurt 1977, pp. 81/82. In addition to linguistic and general content-related clues, specific 
details of the essay, which Silverberg has treated in the same way elsewhere, speak in favor of 
Silverberg as the author of the article: E.g. negative treatment of the customs union advance: 
Silverberg on June 23, 1931 before the RDI, NI. Silv. no. 31, pp. 2-3 and on March 3, 1932 
before the Club of Berlin, Mariaux, Silverberg, p. 195. On restoration and federalism: 
Silverberg on Nov. 6, 1930 before the Oberseeclub Hamburg, ibid., p. 168; April 1, 1930 table 
speech by Silverberg before the Düsseldorfer Industrieclub, NI. Silv. no. 21, pp. 11-13; April 
4, 1930, Silverberg before the Langnam-Verein, NI. Silv. no. 23, pp. 6-7. On contingency: 
here partly verbatim agreement with speech to the Cologne Chamber of Industry and 
Commerce on Oct. 21, 1932, NI. Silv. no. 115 and DWZ no. 43 of Oct. 27, 1932 "Silverberg 
on questions of economic policy". The unusual reference by the Führerbrief editorial office 
that the article came from "a particularly esteemed source" reinforces the assumption that 
Silverberg was personally responsible for the remarks. 

134. See above chapter XI, p. 148 f 

135. Silverberg at the DIHT board meeting of Dec. 6, 1932, summary minutes, HA/GHH No. 
40010123/33 b. 

136. Jan. 9, 1933, Silverberg to Herle, NI. See also Silverberg's remarks at the plenary session 
of the Cologne Chamber of Industry and Commerce on Jan. 9, 1933, NI. Silv. no. 115. 

137. See above Ch. XI, p. 149f. 

138. DFB No. 94 of Dec. 2, 1932 "Schleicher's appointment at last". 

139. Cf. inter alia Vogelsang, Reichswehr, p. 337 ff., Schwerin von Krosigk, Staatsbankrott, p. 155 
ff. According to Schwerin v. Krosigk, then Reich Finance Minister, the 'Strasser solution' was 
"not only a concept that Schleicher actually aspired to and took seriously, but it was the basis 
of his work as Chancellor." July 25, 1975, Schwerin v. Krosigk to the author. 

140. Meynen, Silverberg, p. 11; see also correspondence Meynen-Turner 1966-71 and Turner, 
Faschismus, p. 147. 

141. Stegmann, Capitalism, p. 55, following, among others, Mariaux, Silverberg, p. LX XXII. 

142. The then Reich Finance Minister Schwerin v. Krosigk confirmed in a letter dated 
July 25, 1975 to the author of this picture. He had "never heard anything" about Silverberg's 
candidacy for the office of Minister of Finance or Economics under Schleicher. See also 
Silverberg's denial in this regard before the DIHT board on Dec. 6, 1932, HA/GHH No. 
40010123/25 b. 

143. See above Ch. XII, p. 165f. 

144. DFB No. 96 front Dec. 9, 1932 "Gregor Strasser". 


145. The Goebbels wing was regarded by industry as extremely radical and unpredictable, 
while Strasser was seen as willing to cooperate and compromise. Goebbels’ diary entries 
clearly reflect the dispute between Goebbels and Strasser and point to the actual background 
of the controversy, which was not based on a divergent economic view, but solely on the 
different alliance strategy. Typical, for example, is the entry of December 1, 1932: "Strasser 
takes the position of tolerating the Schleicher cabinet. To justify this position, he paints the 
party's situation in black and black. The Fihrer turns very sharply 
against this bad-mouthing. He remains consistent to the last, and we support him in the 
strongest possible way". Summarized presentation now in: Kissenkoetter, p. 123 ff. 

146. Dec. 8, 1932, Strasser to Hitler, reprinted in: J. H. Dixon, Gregor Strasser and the 
Organization of the Nazi Party 1925-32, Stanford University, Ph. D. 1965, pp. 233-35. now 
also in: Kissenkoetter, p. 202 ff. 


147. Goebbels, entries from Dec. 8 and 9, 1932. 
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148. See note 100. 

149. Cf. DFB No. 90 of 18.11. 1932 "Nur keine Zwischenlösung" and "Hitler und Hindenburg" 
DFB No. 94 of 2.12. 1932; No. 100 of 23.12. 1932 "Innenpolitische Perspektiven II". 

150. DFB No. 96 of Dec. 9, 1932 "Gregor Strasser"; No. 97 of Dec. 13, 1932 "Informationen des 
Tages"; No. 99 of Dec. 20 and No. 100 of Dec. 23 "Innerpolitische Perspektiven I und II"; 
DFB No. 1 of Jan. 3, 1933 "Das Entscheidungsjahr für den Nationalsozialismus. . ."; No. 3 of 
10. 1. "Information of the day"; No. 4 of 13. 1. "Will there be another postponement? 
of the Reichstag?"; No. 5 of January 17, "Information of the day"; No. 7 of January 24, 
"Information of the day"; No. 8 of January 27, "Information of the day - and finally No. 

17 of February 28, 1933 "Information of the day". It reads: "The prospects of a 
Gregor Strasser's reintegration into the work of National Socialism should increase." 
151. DFB No. 100 of December 23, 1932 "Domestic Policy Perspectives II". 
152. See note 150. 


153. Rheinische Zeitung No. 5 of January 6, 1933 "Schröder - the Manichaean Leys"; cf. also 
Rhein. Ztg. No. 6 of 7. 1. 1933; Rhein.-westf. Ztg. No. 11 of 6. 1. 1933; Welt am 
Sonnabend of January 14, 1933; Köln. Kurier of 13. 1. 1933; in: Press collection, NI. Silv. no. 
703 and Silverberg fonds, ZA Rheinbraun. 

154. See, among others, Rhein. Ztg. No. 7 of January 9, 1933; Berliner Börsen-Courier No. 13 of 

January 8, 1933. 
1933; Berliner Tageblatt No. 13 of 8. 1. 1933, NI. Silv. no. 703. 

155. A. Frangois-Poncet, Souvenirs d'une ambassade a Berlin, 1931-1938, Paris 1946, p. 66. 

156. Dec. 30, 1946, Silverberg to Frangois-Poncet, handwritten draft letter, ZA Rheinbraun 
210/201. Silverberg asked that his name not be mentioned in this context when the book is 
reprinted, republished or translated. As can be seen from the subsequent editions, Francois- 
Poncet complied with Silverberg's request. - In a letter to the author dated February 5, 1975, 
Francois-Poncet emphasized that he had written his book solely from memory and had no 
further material at his disposal. 

157. Silverberg memo to Francois-Poncet dated December 30, 1946, see note 156. 

158. See above Ch. XI, p. 144 ff. 

159. DFB No. 2 of 6. 1. 1933 "Critical situation for National Socialism and the government 

160. DFB No. 8 of January 27, 1933 "The government crisis acute". 

161. DFB No. 6 of January 20, 1933 "No decision yet, but necessary alternative". See also DFB 
No. 5 of January 17, 1933 "The various options”. 

162. DFB No. 4 from January 13, 1933 "The crisis of the national movement II". The series of 
articles, which reflects the fluctuating position of the Führerbriefe, appeared in 3 installments 
in No. 3 of 
10. 1., No. 4 of 13. 1. and No. 6 of 20. 1. 1933. 

163. See lead commentary of DFB No. 8 dated January 27, 1933, but above all DFB No. 9 dated 
31.3. 1933. 

164. DFB No. 9 of January 31, 1933 "Finally the given solution". 


XIII. Large-scale industry and the National Socialist dictatorship in the spring of 1933 


1. Cf. above Ch. XI, p. 151 f. 


2. Jan. 26, 1933, Kastl to Krupp, quoted from Bülow's document book I, Record Group 238, 
Case 10, N.A. Cf. citation Ch. XI, p. 152. 


3. Accusation made by Thyssen at the presidential meeting of the RDI on March 23, 1933. 
Minutes, Krupp Archive IV E 885. It is certain that Kastl and Hamm were 
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with the approval of RDI President Krupp, submitted a petition from the RDI and DIHT to the 
State Secretary in the Reich Chancellery, Meissner, on the formation of a government. The 
text of the letter is not available, but apparently corresponds to the tenor of Kastl's 
communications of 
Jan. 26, 1933 to Krupp (see note 2). 
DWZ No. 5 of Feb. 2, 1933 - "New state leadership - new elections". 
Feb. 4, 1933, Fritz Klein to Schleicher, N 42/92. 
1 Feb. 1933, Wilmowsky to Schleicher, ibid. 
Cf. Jan. 28, 1933, Reusch to Krupp, Krupp IV E 1186. 
Feb. 3, 1933, Reusch to Kötter, HA/GHH no. 4001012007/16; cf. also Feb. 9, 1933, Reusch to 
Kötter, ibid. 
Nov. 11, 1932, Thyssen to Schlenker, reprinted in Czichon, Hitler, p. 66/67. In this context, 
see also the petition to the Reich President of November 1932, Chapter X, p. 137f. 


. See above section XI, p. 144 ff. 
. Feb. 4, 1933, Reusch to Hamm, HA/GHH No. 40010123/25 b. 
. Feb. 21, 1933, Springorum to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400106/105; Blank recording of 


Feb. 21, 1933, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/11; March 4, 1933, Reusch to Lersner, HA/GHH 
No. 400101293/12; see also March 25, 1933, Springorum to Papen, R 53/76. 


. Rieker, economic program. Cf. also Dec. 14, 1932, Scherer for Reusch, HA/ GHH No. 


400127/7. 


. See above Chapter XI, p. 147. 
. DWZ No. 5 of Feb. 2, 1933 "New state leadership - new elections". 
. In the ministerial meeting on February 8, 1933, Hitler stated, among other things, that "in the 


election propaganda, all more precise details about an economic program of the Reich 
government should be avoided if possible". "The Reich government must get 18-19 million 
votes behind it. An economic program that could meet with the approval of such a large mass 
of voters does not exist anywhere in the world", R 43 1/1459. 

H-E. Volkmann, Das außenwirtschaftliche Programm der NSDAP 1930-1933, in: AfS, vol. 17, 
1977, pp. 251-74, despite some differentiations (p. 270), ultimately adheres to the widespread 
thesis that the NSDAP's economic program, including the autarchy complex, was "welcomed" 
by large-scale industry, but cannot provide any representative and meaningful evidence for 
this. Barkai, Wirtschaftssystem, p. 135 ff. 

Jan. 31, 1933, Kastl to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 203. The meeting was attended by Kastl 
for the RDI, Hamm from the DIHT, Bernstein from the Centralverband des Deutschen Bank- 
und Bankiergewerbes, Keinath vöm Reichsverband des Deutschen Groß- und Oberseehandels 
e. 

V. and Tiburtius from the main association of the German retail trade. 

"Aide-mémoire for the meeting with Minister Hugenberg on 9 Feb. 1933", prepared by the 
management of the RDI (Spitta, von Brackel) on 8 Feb. 1933, NI. Silv. no. 235, pp. 272-79. 
Schacht memorandum of Dec. 20, 1932, "Introduction of trade monopolies", Krupp Archive 
IV E 1124. Cf. above Chapter XI, p. 147. 

File note on the meeting with Minister Hugenberg on Feb. 9, 1933, NI. Silv. no. 235, pp. 268- 
270 R; identical to the minutes in Activity Report no. 73 of Feb. 10, 1933, Krupp Archive IV 
E 181, pp. 16-22. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 

See, among others, Jan. 16, 1933, Herle before the Stockholm Chamber of Commerce, "Crisis 
and recovery of the German economy", R431/1145; DWZ No. 7 of Feb. 16, 1933, "On the 
trade policy of the new Reich government"; RS RDI No. 1287 11 (not for the press) of 

Feb. 20, 1933, NI. Silv. no. 368; March 4, 1933, Krupp to Herle, Krupp Archive IV E 203; RS 
RDI No. 2133 11 "Trade policy situation" of March 31, 1933. 
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G.M. RDI No. 5 of 28 Feb. 1933, No. 73 and 74; RS RDI No. 67/VIII of 18 Feb. 
1933 (DID). 
Schulthess, 1933, p. 48 (excerpt). The complete press release in the appendix of RS RDI No. 
67/VIII of Feb. 18, 1933 (DII). 
RS RDI No. 210/VI of 10. 2. 1933, NI. Silv. no. 274. 
Feb. 20, 1933, RS RDI 1287 11, NI. Silv. no. 368. 
Krupp Archive IV E 203 On the course of the meeting on February 20, 1933, see above all 
Bracher, Machtergreifung, pp. 69-72 and pp. 629/30. 
"Aide-memoire of the Reich Association of German Industry on German economic, financial 
and social policy", 3-page typewritten note and draft, Krupp Archive IV E 203; see also Kastl- 
Krupp letter of March 24, 1933, ibid. 
"Aide-memoire" of the RDI, p. 2/3 (note 30). 
Ibid., Section IV, p. 2: "Industry fully endorses the declarations of the Reich government in 
which it renounces all currency experiments ... Only with unconditional confidence in the 
stability of the currency is confidence in the future possible ... . ." Section V stated: "In 
financial policy, the overriding imperative is the balancing of public budgets on the basis of 
economical expenditure management in all branches of state administration . . .". 
March 20, 1933, RDI to Luther (together with draft, NI. On the attitude of western industry, 
see correspondence Reusch-Luther 1933, in: HA/GHH No. 400101290/31. See also Chap. XI, 
p. 147. Discussion between western industry and Luther on 23 Jan. 1933. 
References to a discussion on this in the inner circle of the RDI Presidium in: Minutes of the 
presidential meeting of March 23, 1933, Krupp Archive IV E 885. 
Luther daily report of March 16, 1933, NI. Luther no. 371, pp. 1-5. 
March 20, 1933, RDI to Schacht, NI. Kastl No. 38. Also informative on the RDI/Kastl-Luther- 
Schacht relationship is the Kastl-Krupp letter of June 12, 1933, Krupp Archive IV E 210. 
Minutes of the presidential meeting of March 23, 1933, p. 8, Krupp Archive IV E 885. 
"Aide-mémoire" of the RDI of March 23, 1933, Section III: "Just as cleanliness cannot be 
dispensed with in the state administration, good faith cannot be dispensed with in the private 
sector. The industry is of the opinion that this goal can be achieved all the more quickly the 
sharper the separation between state and economy, between business and administration, is 
implemented." Krupp Archive IV E 203; see also April 15, 1933 Müller-Oerhnghausen to 
Herle, Krupp Archive IV E 1026. 
Handwritten note by Krupp for the meeting on Feb. 20, 1933, item 7, Krupp Archive IV E 
203. 
See above Ch. 1, p. 24f. 
March 20, 1933, Lammers to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 1024. However, Lammers doubted 
whether it would still be possible to "bend" the National Socialist ideas. 
Memo by Dr. Bauer for Silverberg dated March 3, 1933, NI. Silv. no. 115, p. 130/31. 
Complete text of the Siemens speech in: Siemens-Archiv, SAA 4/Lf. 874, Reden und Aufsätze 
von Dr. C. F. v. Siemens, vol. IV, pp. 92-105. 
See section II above. 
In this context, see the RDI/VDA's submission to Reich Interior Minister Frick and State 
Secretary Lammers dated March 10, 1933, R 43 11/362 pp. 12 ff. The petition refers to 
industry's concerns about possible civil unrest and disruption of social peace through 
government intervention. 
See also Krupp notes of Feb. 20, 1933, Krupp Archive IV E 203. 
"Aide-mémoire" of the RDI dated March 23, 1933, Section 11, Krupp Archive IV E 203. 
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Declaration ofthe ADGB of March 21, 1933, in: Gewerkschafts-Zeitung, Vol. 43, 1933, No. 12, 


p. 

177 Also reprinted in Luthardt, vol. 1, p. 207/08. 

Minutes of the presidential meeting of March 23, 1933, Krupp Archive IV E 885, here p. 2/3. 
Excerpt from the speech in Czichon, Hitler, p. 82, Doc. 26: "We must first get all the means of 
power in our hands if we want to throw the other opponents to the ground. As long as one is 
still gaining strength, one should not take up the fight against the enemy. Only when we know 
that we have reached the peak of our power, that there is no further upward development, 
should we strike out. We still have to win 10 more seats in Prussia and 33 more in the 
Reichstag. That is not impossible if we use all our strength. Only then will the second 
campaign against communism begin." Cf. also the speech passages in Bracher, 
Machtergreifung, p. 70/71. 

Ibid, p. 70. 

21 Feb. 1933, Blank to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 4001012024/11, reprinted in Stegmann, 
Verhältnis, p. 479/80, Doc. XVII. 

Feb. 21, 1933, Springorum to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400106/105, also reprinted in Stegmann, 
Verhältnis, p. 480/81, Doc. No. IX. Springorum reports: "In this meeting, Mr. Hitler gave an 
account of the political development of the last fourteen years and explained his fundamental 
attitude to political events, as well as to the economy, individual personality and private 
property in such a way that he probably received the complete approval of all 27 gentlemen 
who were present." 

According to Blank, see note 51 above. See also Krupp memo of Feb. 22, 1933, reprinted in: 
Eichholtz and Schumann, p. 106. 

G.M. RDI No. 5 of Feb. 28, 1933, Lfd. No. 71 "Industry and elections". 

Excerpt from the minutes of the presidential meeting of March 23, 1933, Krupp Archive IV E 
885. Cf. letter from Kastl to Krupp dated March 27, 1933. On the events in the RDI in the 
spring of 1933, see the essay by Wengst, Reichsverband, which is based on similar material. 
Ibid., p. 1. For Thyssen's appearance at the HAS RDI on Nov. 27, 1930, see above Ch. V, p. 
86. 

See above Chapter IX, p. 119f. 

See above Chapter V, p. 88. 

Minutes of March 23, 1933, Krupp Archive IV E 885, p. 1/2. 

Ibid. p. 2; see also Lochner, p. 182. 

Original letter, signed by Kastl and Herle, R 43 11/362, p. 17 f. Letter of thanks from State 
Secretary Lammers to RDI dated March 25, 1933, ibid. p. 19. 

See also March 28, 1933, Kastl to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 203. 

See above Chapter XIII, p. 177ff. 

5-page memo on the events of April 1, 1933, Krupp Archive IV E 193. 

Kastl's note of 20 May 1933 on the meetings and conversations held on 1 April and the 
following days "on the occasion of the action by Messrs Wagener, von Lucke and Müllers", 
Krupp Archive IV E 210. In the ministerial meeting of 4 April 1933, Hugenberg discussed the 
synchronization of the chambers of commerce and the arrest of even German-national 
members of the organization, but was then satisfied with Göring's declaration that the 
chambers of commerce were no longer staffed in accordance with current political conditions. 
R 43 1/1461. 

2 April 1933, letter (handwritten) from Kastl to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 210. Krupp then 
turned to Hitler on 4 April, thanked him effusively for the audience on 1 April and, in 
connection with Wagener's action, merely asked "to whom I could turn as your representative 
in all matters relating to the problem of the reorganization of the Reich Association of German 
Industry". A reply from the 
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Reichsregierung did not take place, so that Krupp had to open the presidential meeting of 
April 6 without definitive instructions from Hitler. Correspondence RDI-Reichsregierung, in: 
R 43 11/ 362. 
Kastl recording of May 20, 1933, sheets 5/6, Krupp Archive IV E 210. 
From the older literature, see above all Lochner, p. 184 ff. The author apparently had the 
minutes and documents that are now stored in the Krupp archives and also form the basis of 
the treatise presented here. Lochner is quite reliable in the details, but neglects the structural 
causes of the conflict; see also Bracher, Machtergreifung, p. 189 ff., p. 630 ff. Neglecting the 
internal power structure and the relevant decision-making level of the association, which was 
tailored to the management and a collegial "Engeres Präsidium", but not to Chairman Krupp, 
the personnel continuity at the top of the RDI and the external organizational structure 
preserved until 27 Feb. 1934, a sign of the RDI's assertion against "Gleichschaltung": "For the 
chronicle of the National Socialist seizure of power, it remains a remarkable fact that the 
Reichsverband was the first to escape rigorous Gleichschaltung measures, such as other 
associations had to endure and which mostly left very little or no substance of the association's 
interests, and was then able to carry out its transformation step by step into the organizational 
structures of the totalitarian administrative state independently, admittedly constantly 
monitored by the observers of the NSDAP . . ." (S. 630/31). See most recently Wengst, 
Reichsverband (note 72). 
Günther and Ohlsen, pp. 611-13. 
Ibid, p. 612. 
Stegmann, Capitalism, p. 64/65. 
Wengst, Reichsverband, also does not present the conflictual nature of the disputes within the 
Reichsverband or between the RDI and the National Socialist state clearly enough. The 
expulsion of the Executive Presidential Member Kastl and the Jewish RDI members or the far- 
reaching programmatic divergences between the RDI majority faction and the Thyssen wing 
or the NSDAP are hardly adequately acknowledged. 
See above Ch. XIII, p. 181, p. 183. 
See above chapter XIII, p. 182f. 
Krupp also refers to the coincidence of the events in the letter to Hitler dated April 4, 1933, R 
43 11/362, pp. 13/14. 
Hermann Biichers' characterization of Krupp in Lochner, p. 197/98, is quite accurate: "In 
normal times he was an outstanding president. But he was not up to the circumstances as they 
developed in 1932/33. He was not an entrepreneurial type. He could not shake off his 
upbringing in the authoritarian state and in his earlier career, but felt - as he himself often 
expressed - as the administrator of his wife's fortune and as the keeper of the tradition of the 
Krupp family. Although stubborn and almost uninfluenceable by third parties, he was not a 
fighter. After Hitler came to power, he subordinated himself, although - as I know 
- Hitler had previously strictly rejected." 
Transcript "Strictly confidential!" about meeting in the RDI on April 3, 1933 (7 pages), Krupp 
Archive IV E 193. 
Minutes "Strictly confidential!"- about meeting at the RDI on April 4 and 5, 1933 (6 and 7 
pages respectively), ibid. 
Transcript "Strictly confidential!" about meeting in the RDI on April 5, 1933, ibid. 
Cf. correspondence between Herle and Krupp dated April 7 and 8, 1933, in: Krupp Archive IV 
E 209. On Thyssen's role in the presidential meeting of April 6, see also Lochner, p. 186/87. 
Minutes of the meeting have apparently not been preserved. 
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Cf. press release by the Presidium from April 6, in: Horkenbach, 1933, p. 162; identical to the 
announcement in: G. M. RDI No. 8 of April 29, 1933, Lfd. No. 146; see also Lochner, p. 187. 
Ibid. 
April 13, 1933, Müller-Oerlinghausen to Krupp, April 13, 1933, Müller-Oerlinghausen to 
Herle, Krupp Archive IV E 1026. See also Müller-Oerlinghausen-Krupp correspondence from 
April 7 to June 3, 1933, in: ibid. 
April 13, 1933, Müller-Oerlinghausen to Herle, ibid, 
April 8, 1933, Reusch to Hamm, HA/GHH No. 40010123/25 b. 
On the transformation of the Untemehrner ideology to the conditions of the fascist system, 
see, among others, discussion on Aug. 23, 11933 (Blank, Heinrichsbauer, Holthöfer, Herle, 
Heinecke). Herle's essay of Sept. 1, 1933 "Die Unternehmerver- bände im neuen 
Deutschland", in: Der Volkswirt No. 48 of Sept. 1, 1933; see also Bayer Archive 62/10/7 a. 
Cf. inter alia correspondence Herle-Reusch of July 20, July 22 and July 25, 1933 as well as the 
RS RDI Tgb. No. 1999 VI of July 15, No. 349/VIII (G. M.) of July 15, No. 92 IX of July 22 
together with annex and No. 2123/VI of July 24, 1933. See also July 25, 1933, Reusch to 
Herle, HA/GHH No. 400101220/14 b. 
Meeting of the Mining Section at the RDI on May 22, 1933, Dr. Brandi in reply to Hilger's 
(RDI treasurer) cautious criticism of Nazi policy, NI. Silv. no. 384, p. 57 ff. 
Materials on the "Gleichschaltung" of the Langnam Association in: HA/GHH no. 400101221/ 
3 b, 221/11 b, 290/36 b; especially NI. Silverberg no. 417. 
G. M. RDI No. 9 of May 17, 1933, Lfd. No. 180 "Reorganization of the trade associations", 
S. 61. 
Ibid, p. 63. 
See, among others, May 6, 1933, Müller-Oerlinghausen to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 1026; 
May 4, 1933, Lammers to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 1024. 
See the RDI's "Aide-memoire" of March 23, 1933. Even after the meeting on April 6, the 
majority of the Presidium adhered to the programmatic position formulated there, despite 
Kastl and other members having been expelled by order. Thyssen therefore refused to join a 
committee of the RDI to settle the organizational problems: "I would therefore prefer to wait 
until the government's views on the new formation of the Presidium are known, The view of 
the majority of the Presidium was so different from mine on a number of fundamental issues, 
such as the Young Plan, trade agreement policy, quota issues, that I did not believe that the 
envisaged committee would adhere to a uniform line, which is necessary." April 14, 1933, 
Thyssen to Krupp, Krupp Archive IV E 1129. 
According to the Deputy Chairman G. Miiller-Oerlinghausen, the member of the Executive 
Committee Cl. Lammers and others, Krupp Archive IV E 1024/26. 
Cf. May 19, 1932, Krupp to Müller-Oerlinghausen, Krupp Archive IV E 1026. 
Fundamental here J. Herle, "Die Unternehmerverbände im neuen Deutschland", in: Der 
Volkswirt No. 48 of Sept. 1, 1933. See also RS RDI No. 480/VIII (Herle) of Sept. 2, 1933, cf. 
note 86. 
Cf. also July 20, 1933, Reusch to Herle, HA/GHH No. 400101220/14 b: "It would be of 
interest to me to hear from you what tasks the Reichsstand der Deutschen Industrie can and 
will take on. Frankly, I cannot imagine that it will be able to develop any activities that are 
useful to the economy. The necessary advice will probably be given by the General Council of 
Industry. Influencing legislation and administrative bodies seems impossible to me at the 
moment. So what is left to do?" 
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XIV. The elimination of Silverberg in 1933 
Cf. e.g. Horkenbach, 1933, p. 153. 


2. Meynen, Silverberg, p. 9/10; subsequently also Müller and Stockfisch, p. 1568/69. 


17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 


2 


— 


G. Brecht, Dr. Paul Silverberg and the coal industry after the First World War, in: Mitt. der 
IHK Köln Nr. 9, 1956, pp. 220-22; his memoirs, Munich n.d. (privately printed), pp. 45-47. 

Cf. K. Pritzkoleit, Wem gehért Deutschland. Eine Chronik von Besitz und Macht, Vienna 
1957, pp. 310/11; F. Ogger, Friedrich Flick der Große, Munich 1973, pp. 102-05. 

See above all Jan. 14, 1933 Welt am Sonnabend, "Silverberg", and ibid., Feb. 18, 1933, "Dr. 
Paul Silverberg", NI. Silv. no. 703. 

Cf. In his obituary "Paul Silverberg ein letzter Mann", pp. 2280-84, Mariaux vaguely hints at a 
connection, after initially advocating the version of Silverberg's departure completely 
independent of National Socialism, probably at the industrialist's request. See Silverberg, pp. 
LXXX, LXXXII, LXXXVI. 

Files in: ZA Rheinbraun, especially no. 210/713 and 210/041. 

Cf. G. Volkland, Hintergründe und politische Auswirkungen der Gelsenkirchen-Affäre im 
Jahre 1932, in: ZfG, vol. 11, 1963, pp. 289-318; H. Köhler, Zum Verhältnis Friedrich Flicks 
zur Reichsregierung am Ende der Weimarer Republik, in: Mommsen, System, pp. 878--883. 
On the events discussed here, see Pritzkoleit, pp. 310 ff.; Ogger, pp. 102 ff. 

See Silverberg's remarks at the RAG Supervisory Board meeting on January 14, 1933, ZA 
Rheinbraun No. 210/041; RAG management report ("Summary of RAG's situation at the time 
of the transformation efforts by RWE-Roddergrube and the ousting of Dr. Silverberg from 
RAG"), end of March 1933, p. 2, ZA Rheinbraun No. 210/713. 


. According to the report "Rheinbraun 1924-1933" (21 pages), ZA Rheinbraun No. 210/041. 
. Draft and executed agreement, ibid. 

. Cf. Pritzkoleit, p. 310. 

. See "RAG-Lagericht", ZA Rheinbraun No. 210/713, pp. 6/7; and "Rheinbraun 1924-1933", 


ibid. No. 210/041, p. 10. 


. Pritzkoleit, p. 311. 
. ZA Rheinbraun No. 210/713, p. 6 of the report. 
.Cf. Aug. 2, 1933, Silverberg to Reusch, HA/GHH No. 400101290/35 b: "Today I resigned 


from my position on the Reichsbahn's administrative board; next week I'm quitting the Bank 
fiir Deutsche Industrieobligationen by way of 'Gleichschaltung' and then I'm resigning from 
Harpen because the shareholding in Rheinische Braunkohle is being transferred to 
Charlottenhiitte. I then pretty much wiped the slate clean, or mine was wiped clean". 

Brecht, Memoirs, pp. 45-49. 

"RAG-Lagebericht", ZA Rheinbraun No. 210/713, p. 7. 

Cf. Jan. 14, 1933, Welt am Sonnabend "Silverberg", NI. Silv. no. 703. 

Dec. 30, 1946, Silverberg to Francois-Poncet, handwritten draft, ZA Rheinbraun No. 210/201. 
Silverberg complained that he had experienced the "special hostility" of the National Socialists 
through Thyssen in 1932/33: "Already at the end of 1932 I parted company with Thyssen and 
Vögller] in a dispute and at that time resigned from all administrations, supervisory boards 
and associations in Germany." 


. Brecht, Memoirs, p. 48. 
22; 


Cf. also documents on the development of RAG's Harpen holdings, in: ZA Rheinbraun No. 
201/041. After a major share swap in March 1930 and further purchases in 1930-32, RAG 
ultimately held a nominal 36,382,800 RM of Harpen shares, but had to issue its own shares in 
return, which were ultimately concentrated with Flick and then RWE. 
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23. See note 3 above. 

24. See note 2 above. 

25. Silverberg on the occasion of his election at the general assembly of the Cologne Chamber of 
Industry and Commerce on Oct. 21, 1932. report in: Westdeutsche Wirtschafts-Zeitung No. 44 
of Oct. 28, 1932, pp. 545-47. Cf. also Silverberg on May 6, 1951 on the occasion of his 75th 
birthday in Lugano, ZA Rheinbraun No. 210/201. 

26. Plenary meetings of the IHK Cologne on Oct. 21, 1932, Dec. 19~ 1932, Jan. 9, 1933, Feb. 11, 
1933. 

1933, March 13, 1933; reports in each case in: Westdeutsche Wirtschafts-Zeitung, No. 44, 52, 
2, 7, 8, 11, 1932/33. Sten. Excerpt transcripts of Silverberg's remarks, NI. Silv. no. 114/15. 

27. Bracher, Dissolution, p. 603/04, note 17. 

28. Detailed file notes on the events of mid-March 1933 by Dr. Schmitz-Sieg, a legal adviser loyal 
to the elected president, have been preserved and provide a vivid picture of the methods used 
to deal with disagreeable personalities in leading positions. Schmitz-Sieg file notes from 
March 14 and 15, 1933, NI. Silv. no. 114, p. 133-39, here p. 133. 

29. Horkenbach, 1933, p. 111. Lord mayors were also removed from office in Berlin, Frankfurt 
am Main, Magdeburg, Altona and Kiel. For the events in Cologne, see Stadt-Anzeiger No. 132 
of March 13, 1933 "Lord Mayor Adenauer deposed". 

30. RAG Supervisory Board meetings of March 8 and March 16, 1933, reports, ZA Rheinbraun 
No. 210/041. 

31. Cf. Feb. 18, 1933, Gustav Brecht to Silverberg; March 13, 1933, Vögler to Brecht, ibid. 
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